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Mt GILBERT. Mr. Speaket, if is un-
fortunate that West Germany has bowed
to pressure from President Nasser of
Egypt and canceled armed shipments to
Isracl. In taking this action, Bonn has
surrendered to Nasser’s blackmail at the
expense of Israel’s security.

West Germany’s surrender to Nasser’s
blackmail threat to recognize East Ger-
many if Bonn did not halt aid to Israel,
can be interpreted as another victory for
Nasser and the Soviet Union. Pressured
and influenced by the Soviet, Nasser has
long demanded an end to West Ger-
- many’s arms shipments to Israel. He
was not successful until he seized on the
bold idea of inviting East Germany’s
President Ulbricht to Egypt for a state
visit—a gamble for Nasser since his
country desperately needs new loans
from the West. Nasser stood to lose more
than the West, and yet he won.

Mr, Speaker, last week I voted against

further aid from our country to Egypt as
long as Nasser continuesfo push his
aggressive policles in the Middle East. I
said:

Let us glve Nasser the opportunity to con-
vince us that he and his nation deserve our
generosity. The time has come to place upon
him the burden of proving to our satisfaction
that he is worthy of our aid,

Only a Mmatter of a few days later,
Nasser threatens Bonn with recognition
of Hast Germany, and instead of halting
ald to Egypt, West Germany halts mili-
tary aid to Israel. It is additionally em-
barrassing to us that the Prime Minister
of Egypt gloatingly first made the an-
nouncement to the world that West Ger-
many would terminate the shipments to
Israel.

Mr. Speaker, our American position in
the Middle East is weakened, Israel's
position is weakened, and West German
relations with Israel, which had im-
proved so miuch, have dived to a dan-

gerous level of anger and bitferness;

while the power and prestige of Nasser
and Communist East Germany are
strengthened and the Soviet Union con-
tinues arms shipments to the United
Arab Republic.

The action in the past few days proves
we cannot trust Nasser; a dictator is a
dictator no matter how we look at it, and
Nasser is an aggressive dictator. All the
appeasement in the world will not keep

under control his insatiable hunger for

more power.

ARMS SHIPMENTS TO ISRAEL

(Mr, ADDABBO (at the request of Mr.’

GILBERT) was given permission to extend
his remarks at this point in the RECORD.)"

Mr, ADDABBO. Mr. Speaker, I join
with my colleagues in urging the Bonn
Government to reconsider its termina-
tion of its contract to ship helicopters
and tanks to Israel. I do not believe
that any nation should compromise its
legal obligations and contracts because
of threats by a third nation. If the
Bonn Ggvernment is to stand as a free
nation, 1t must show its willingness to
be bound by its legal eommitments and
not walver to a side where the greatest
_force might be applied.

N

FRANCE WANTS U.S. GOLD; SHOULD
PAY DEBTS TO UNITED STATES

(Mr. ROGERS of Florida asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.) )

Mr, ROGERS of |[Florida. Mr.
Speaker, French Foreign Minister Couve
de Murville is visiting the United States.
While he is here the Government of
France should be firmly reminded that
it still owes the United States billions of
dollars in debts for World War I.

The terms for France's repaymnient of
its World War I debts to the United
States were approved by the 69th Con-
gress and enacted into law in 1929, The
debt was to be paid by June 15, 1987.
However, because France was in such fi-
nancial difficulty in the early 1930’s, the
Congress allowed a period of grace for
France’s payments on the war debt.
The grace period was to run from fiscal
year 1932 for a 10-year period, but of
course the end of that grace period saw
France right in the middle of World War
II, so the American people did not press
for payment of the World War I debts.

However, now that France is finan-
cially secure, General de Gaulle has an-
nounced his intention to convert U.S.

" dollars togold. He has already received

$150 million in U.8. gold, and the French
Republic now states it will continue to
demand gold as U.S. dollars flow into its
coifers.

This demand comes at a time when

"the United States is showing increasing

conceérn over its dwindling gold reserves.
One reason for the gold outflow is the
large number of U.S. tourists which go
overseas, many of them visiting’ France
and bringing prosperity in that country

"as well as U.S. dollars for the French

Treasury to convert to U.S. gold.

I am today introducing a resolution
expressing the sense of the Congress
that France begin repayments on its
World War I debts. The last payment
was made June 15, 1931, and it amounted
to $40 million. The amount of the debts
came to over $6.5 billion, and since no

‘payment has been made for 34 yvears

sound business practice dictates that
payment be resumed. My resolution
would request that the French debt be
paid off according “to the original sched-
uled date of 1987. The United States
would accept U.S. dollars from France
in payment—or gold would do.

"WEST CGERMANY’S RELATIONS

N WITH ISRAEL

(Mr. FARBSTEIN asked and was
given permission to. address the House

. for 1 minute and to revise and extend his

remarks.)

- Mr. FARBSTEIN, Mr. Speaker, yes-
terday, in the course of making a 1-
minute statement, I said that I was
shocked to learn that West Germany
had canceled its agreement to deliver
arms to Israel. 1 said some other un-
pleasant things about that nation be-
cause I thought there was good reason
therefor

S
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I repeat and reiterate all the state-
ments I made which are contained in
today’s CONGRESSIONAL RECORD; and now
suggest that not alone has the Bonn
government been finding it difficult to
cleanse itself of the stench of Auschwitz,
but it has been thoroughly outwitted by
Nasser; and has also lost face and pres-
tige in this country and even some com-
mercial business from American busi-
ness firms. I understand several con-
tracts for the purchase from Germany
of machinery have been canceled in the
wake of the Bonn government’s sever-
ing its agreement to furmsh arms to
Israel.

I Have said on this floor, you cannot
appease a Hitler. I venture to say
Ulbricht will go to Cairo anyway and
will be well received by Nasser which,
in effect, will amount to de facto recog-
nition. Where does this leave Germany
except in an “incredible mess™ as stated
in the New York Times of yesterday.

The action by the Bonn government
in failing to honor its agreement with
Israel and in collapsing at the first sign
of trouble is a victory for Moscow
diplomacy because it weakens Israel,
strengthens East Germany, and bolsters
Egypt. Surely at this indication of
weakness on the part of the Bonn gov-
ernment Nasser will feel free to make
other threats and who can guarantee
that the weakening German backbone
will not again yield to what may well be
bluff and bluster.

The new Germany has been trying
to persuade the world that it has re-
formed—the present actions of the Bonn
government are not a shining example
of such reform. One wonders how far
the Nagzi beliefs are actually buriéed.

COMMITTEE ON HOUSE ADMINIS-
TRATION, SUBCOMMITTEE ON
ACCOUNTS

Mr. FRIEDEL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Subcom-
mittee on Accounts of the Committee on
House Administration may be permitted
to sit during general debate today.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentlem from
Maryland?

There was no-objection.

OUR COURSE IN SOUTQEAST ASIA

(Mr. COLLIER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Speaker, recently
we have witnessed demonstrations on
college campuses protesting our retali-
atory actions in the Vietnanmy conflict.

In other quarters there has been pub-
lic criticism of our policy in handling
the crisis in southeast Asia.

‘While I respect freedom of expression
of every American, I think these attacks
at this time are sad and regrettable—
particularly since they are used in propa-
ganda that aids and abets the enemy.
Any course other than the one we are
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taking under the conditions which pre-
vail would be a grave mistake.

The defense of freedom and commit-
ments always involves calculated risks,
but I shudder to think of the conse-
quences if we turned our other cheek to
the arrogant Communist aggressor who
has no intention of stopping here. Per-
mitted to seize Vietnam, where would
they stop next~Thailand, Malaysia, or
who knows where? ) ’

Now is the time all Americans should
unite in support of the President’s pol-
icy in the southeast Asian crisis for we
can do no less under the circumstances
which prevail in fulfilling our treaty
commitment and moral obligation to the
free world and to our own national
security.

CORRECTION OF THE RECORD

Mr. RUMSFELD. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to make a correction
in a statement which I inserted in the
CONGRESSIONAL REcorp on February 15,
1965. The vote count mentioned in col-
uran 1, line 7, page A60%, should read
“yeas, 165; nays, 241.”

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Illi-
nois?

There was no objection.

EXCISE TAX REDUCTION

(Mr. MINSHALL asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and exténd his re-
marks.)

Mr. MINSHALL. Mr. Speaker, while
awaiting the administration’s decision
or. excise tax reduction, I am studying
the excise tax section of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954. It isriddled with
wartime-imposed emergency revenue-
raising methods, “temporary” taxes in
effect now for a generation. These
taxes, imposed originally to support the
war effort, have become crutches in sup-
porting bigger and bigger Federal
budgets.

Among those I feel should be elimi-
nated are excise taxes on club dues, ini-
tiation fees, and lifetime memberships.
In legislation I am introducing today I
ask repeal of these taxes, just as I have
asked repeal of the telephone-telegraph
tax and the entertainment tax in bills in-
troduced earlier this session. Millions
of American men and women are penal-
ized for their memberships in service,
patriotie, and civic organizations which
do boundless good far their communities
and Nation. At a time when recreation
is considered important enough for the
Federal Government to subsidize costly
programs in this area, and to spend tax-
payers’ money promoting national phys-
ical fitness, I see no reason why dues and
fees for eountry clubs and athletic clubs
should be subject to taxation.

I am hopeful that the Ways and Means
Committee will give this bill its serious
consideration when the general subject
of excise tax repeal comes before them.

AID TO NASSER

(Mr. GROSS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-

ute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I am sorry
that the distinguished gentleman from
New York [Mr. CeErrerl has left the
House floor.

Mr. THOMSON of Wisconsin. There
he is.

Mr. GROSS. I am glad o see him
here because I was unable to ascertain
when he spoke earlier this afternoon on
the business of giving food products to
Dictator Nasser whether he regretted the
flexible vote he cast in favor of that busi-
ness. :

Mr. CELLER. Does the gentleman
want me to answer?

Mr. GROSS. Yes, I would be glad to
have an answer.

Mr. CELLER. I do not regret that
vote because that first vote where I and
others indicated that no aid should be
given might be deemed very rigid notice
and very powerful notice that there
might be revision of policy. However,
after the occurrences in Vietnam I felt,
and others did likewise, that this was a
time of emergency and that we should
stand foursquare behind our President
in the formulation of foreign policy.

Mr. GROSS. Well, Mr. Speaker, be-
fore my time runs eut, that sounds ex-
actly like the answer we got from the
State Department in the Committee on
Foreign Affairs this morning when we
tried to ascertain where they are going
from here with respect to Nasser. The
gentleman’s answer sounds exactly the
same.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, I make
the point of order that a quorum is not
present. .

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move g
call of the House,

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their
names:

[Roll No. 15]
Abbitt Foley Nix
Adair Gialmo O’Brien
Ashley Gongzalez - O’Neal, Ga.
Aspinall Gray Pelly
Baldwin Gubser Powell
Baving Hagen, Calif. Quillen
Battin Hannsa Reid, N.Y.
Bell Hansen, Idaho Reinecke
Betts Hardy Rhodes, Ariz.
Blatnik Harvey, Mich, Rivers, Alaska
Bolling Holland Rivers, 8.C.
Bolton Hosmer Roosevelt
Brooks Jacobs Rostenkowski
Brown, Calif, Johnson, Calif. Roudebush
Broyhill, Va. Jones, Ala. Sisk
Burton, Utah Kastenmeler Springer
Cabell King, Calif. Staggers
Cameron King, N.Y. Teague, Tex,
Cederberyg Kluczynskl Thompson, N.J.
Clawson, Del  Long, La. Toll
Colmer Love Tuck
Conyers McDowell Tunney
Corman McMillan Udall
Cramer Macdonald Utt
Curtin Martin, Mass. Walker, Miss.
Derwinski Miller ‘White, Idaho
Duncan, Oreg. Moorhead ‘Wilson,
Erlenborn Morse Charles H.
Farnsley Murray Wright

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 347
Members have answered to their hames,
a quorum,
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By unanimous consent, further pro-
ceedings under the call were dispensed
with.

NASSER’'S NEW TURMOIL

(Mr. HALPERN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Speaker, I join
in expressing my own personal indigna-
tion and shock at the success registered
by bluster and blackmail on the inter-
national scene. Nasser has succeeded in
wringing from the West German Gov-
ernment a termination of aid to a
friendly power. ‘

Truly these ignoble events have
plunged diplomacy to new depths of
ugliness.

Nasser is about to receive for an of-
ficial visit the most hated Communist
boss in Europe. The Hallstein doctrine,
totally unrealistic, is in substance re-
sponsible for West Germany'’s ill-advised
decision to abruptly terminate aid to
Israel; Nasser forced Bonn to take this
step, a hasty and irresponsible act.

There is no end to the turmoil this man
will cause unless he is faced with people
of equal will and determination. It is
lamentable that the Congress did not
finally accept a complete termination of
our aid program to Egypt.

Nasser has an obsession against the
Western democracies; he will spare no
effort to subvert their objectives and
raise havoc amongst them.

And now West Germany. The Bonn
Government has suffered a needless loss
of face, a tangible diplomatic defeat. In
sabotaging the slow and welcome prog-
ress toward a normalization of German-
Israel relations, it has received nothing
in return; and the consequences of its
irresponsibility will be felt for a long
time to come.

Nasser must be curbed. His policy is
an utter contradiction of American for-
eign policy objectives. Now he has acted
to weaken the necessary strength which
Israel must possess as a partner of peace
and democratic ideals.

I condemn the diplomatic blackmail
by this man who, by his words and deeds,
is helping to destroy that base of inter-
national morality and decency for which
this Nation strives.

HORTON BILL INCREASES SOCIAL
SECURITY BENEFITS

(Mr. HORTON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, I have
introduced legislation in Congress today
to give 20 million social security bene-
ficiaries a 7-percent increase in monthly
payments. The bill is based on a mea-
sure passed by both the House and Sen-
ate in the last Congress, but which died
in conference because )of disagreement
over the Senate addition of a health
care benefits amendment,.

The 89th Congress should here and
now redeem the wrong done last year to
retired workers, widows, orphans, and
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H.J. Res. 327

Joint resolution proposing an amendment to

the Constitution of the United States

relating to the election of the President

and Vice President

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assenmibled, (two-thirds of each
House concurring therein), That the follow-
ing article is proposed as an amendment o
the Constitution of the United States, which

shall be valid to all intents and purposes as’

part of the Constitution when ratifled by
the legislatures of three-fourths of the
geveral States within seven years from the

_date of its submission by the Congress:

“ARTICLE —
’ “SECTION 1. The executive power shall be
vested in the President of the United States
of America, He shall hold his office during

. the term of four years, and, together with the

Vice President, be elected as follows:

“Each State shall be entitled to cast for
President and Vice President a number of
électoral votes equal to the whole number

‘of Sénators and Representatives to which

such State may be entitled in the Congress.
Such electoral votes shall be cast, as provided
by sectlon 2 of this ariicle, upon the basis
of an election in _which the people of such
State shall cast thelr votes for candidates
to the offices of President and Vice Presl-
dent. The voters in each State in any such
election shall “have the qualifications
requisite for persons voting for members of

the most numerous branch of the State

legislature.

“The Congress shall determine the time of
such election. Unless otherwise determined
by the Congress, such election shall be held

on the first Tuesday after the first Monday
in November of the year preceding the year

in which the regular term of office of the
President is to begin.

“SEc. 2, In such election within any State,
the voters by a single ballot shall cast their
votes for candidates to the offices of Presi-

dent and Vice President, one 'of whom, at,

least, shall not be an inhabitant of the same
State with themselves. 'The name of any
person may be placed upon any ballot listing
candidates for the offices of President and
Vice President only with the consent of such
person; but no person constitutionally in-
eligible .to the office of President shall be
eligible to the office of Vice President. The

. electoral votes which each State is entitled

to cast shall be cast for the person who in
that State recelves the greatest number of
votes for President and Vice President, re-
spectively.

“Within forty-five days after the election,
or at such time as the Congress shall direct,
the offictal custodian of the election returns
of each State shall prepare, sign, certify, and
transmit sealed to the seat of the Govern-
ment of the United States, directed to the
President of the Senate, a list of all persons
for whom votes were cast for President and
8 separate list of all persons for whom votes
were cast for Vice President. Upon each list
there shall be entered the number of votes
cast for each person thereon, the total num-
ber of vates cast for all such persons, and the
Hame of the person for whom the electoral
votes of such State are cast.

“gSkc. 3. The District constituting the seat
of Government of the United States shall bée
entitled to cast a number of .electoral votes
for President and Vice President equal to the
whole number of Senators and Representa-
~tives to whlch the District would be entitled
{# it were a State, but in no event more than
the least populous State. Such votes shall
be in addition to those to which the States
are entitled but shall be considered, for the
purposes of the election of the President and
Vice President, fo be votes cast by a State.

ihe election Within' the District for Presi--

dent and Vice Presideént shall be held as pro-
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vided in sections 1 and 2 of this article, and
the District shall cast the electoral votes in
the manner as provided in section 2 of this
articie.

“The Congress shall have the power to en-
force this section by appropriate legislation,

“Sec. 4. On the sixth day of January fol-
lowing the election, unless the Congress by
law appoints a different day not earlier than
the fourth day of January and not later than
the tenth day of January, the President of
the Senate shall, in the presence of the Sen-
ate and the House of Representatives, open
all the election certificates and the electoral
votes shall then be counted. The person
having the greatest number of electoral votes
for President shall be the President, and the
person having the greatest number of elec~
toral votes for Vice President shall be Vice
President.

“If the count of the electoral votes shall
result in a tie, with any candidates to the
office of President or Vice President, respec-
tively, having an equal number of electoral
votes otherwise sufficient Yor election to the
office to which they are a candidate, then
from those candldates with such equal num-
ber of votes the Senate and the House of
Representatives, sitting in joint session, shall
choose immediately the person to fill such
office. The vote of each Member of each
House shall be publicly announced and re-
corded. A quorum for this purpose shall con-
sist of three-guarters of the whole number
of Senators and Representatives, and the
candidates for elther such office receiving
the greatest number of votes shall be de-
clared elected.

“Sec. 5. If, at the time fixed for the count-
ing of the electoral votes as provided in sec-
tion 4 of this article, the presidential candi-
date who would have received the greatest
number of electoral votes for President shall
have died, the vlce-presidential candidate
who is entitled to receive the greatest num-
ber of electoral votes for Vice President shall
become President.

“8gc. 6. The Congress may by law provide
for the case of the death of both the presi-
dential and vice-presidential candidates who,
except for their death, would have been en-
titled to receive the greatest number of elec-
toral votes for President and Vice President,
respectively, and for the case of the death
of any candidates from whom the Senate
and the House of Representatives may choose
a8 President or a Vice President whenever
the right of choice shall have devolved upon
them.

“Sgc. 7. The first, second, third, and fourth
paragraphs of section 1, article II, of the
Constitution, the twelfth article of amend-
ment to the Constitution, sections 3 and 4
of the twentleth article of amendmient to
the Constitution, and the twenty-third arti-
cle of amendment to the Constitution, are
hereby repealed.

“Sec. 8. This article shall be inoperative
unless 1t shall have been ratified as an
amendment to the Constitution by the legis-
latures of three-fourths of the States within
seven yehrs from the date of its submission
to the Slates by the Congress.”

\%&TT‘LEMENT IN VIETNAM

OTTINGER (at the request of
Mr ALBERT) was granted permission to
extend his remarks at this point in the
REecorp and to 1nclude extraneous mat-~
ter.)

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Speaker, the
situation in Vietnam has reached crisis
proportions. The conflict in that war-
torn area of the world has escalated dan-
gerously, while changes in the govern-
ment of South Vietnam continue with-~
out any apparent sign that an end is in
sight.
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The Vietnamese crisis has its roots
deep in the past, but this is not the time
to deplore what is past, but to decide
what is to be done about the present and
the future.

I think it is clear that a peaceable
setlement must be sought through inter-
national conference. I have asked Presi-
dent Johnson to immediately take the
initiative to start negotiations toward
this end.

I have also asked the President to give
the people of the United States a clear
definition of our policy in southeast
Asla, to give some precise answers to the
questions that have too long gone un-
answered, with a resulting confusion in
the public mind.

The following letter, which I sent to
President Johnson, reflects not only the
concern of my colleagues and me, but
that of all Americans and the other peo-
ples of the free world:

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., February 12, 1965.
Hon. LyNpoN B. JOHNSON,
The White House,
Washington, D.C. .

DEAR PRESIDENT JOHNSON: I am taking the
liberty of writing to express my concern and
that of many of my constituents about the
escalation of our activities in Vietnam.

To many of us, the stand we have taken
in Vietnam appears to be at the wrong time,
at the wrong place, and for the wrong cause.
To take the ultimate risks of involvement
with China and possibly of a nuclear holo-
caust to defend people who have no desire
for our assistance and who are undergoing
an apparently internal revolution, seems
mistaken to us. While we would be per-
fectly willing to take these ultlmate risks to
preserve our freedom or even more remotely
to preserve the cause of freedom in the world,
that does not seem to be the case with the
Vietnamese situation,

‘We are all very aware of our limitations in
advising on foreign policy matters. Just
last week I voted against restricting your au-
thority to send food to Egypt even though
my feelings are strongly against giving any
ald to the United Arab Republic at this time,
because I appreciate .congressional limita-
tions on acting competently in this fleld.

To have the wholehearted backing of the
people, the people should be informed and
to have the wholehearted backing of Con-
gress, we too should be informed of the
underlying rational of so important a policy,
even if the details of the conduct of our
conflict cannot, for security reasons, be made-
public.

From my present knowledge, I would
strongly advise that we immediately take
the initiative to commence negotiations un-
der the auspices of the U.N, or another in-
ternational body to try to reestablish a
peaceful settlement in Vietnam. This seems
vital to avold nuclear catastrophe. Our pres-
ent policy seems doomed to failure and daily
we increase resentment against our actions
by Asians, many of whom feel that our inter-
vention is a form of imperialism,

If such negotiations are for some reason
unfeasible, then I think we and the public
should be informed as to why they are un-
feasible.

I would urge that open public hearings be
held by the Congress at which the various
administration offlcials involved would ex~
plain the basis for our continued prosecution
of this conflict and our policy with respect
to it. In the alternative, you might make
this explanation yourself to the public.

Our lives, those of our children, and per-
haps even the future of the world, are at
stake with such momentous decisions in-
t
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volved and still with time.to take alternative
actions, though not much time, I hope you
will give serious consideration to these
recommendations.
Best regards.
Sincerely,
RicHARDp L. OTTINGER.

JOINT CIVIC COMMITTEE OF THE
ITALIAN AMERICANS IN CHICAGO,
ILL.

(Mr. ANNUNZIO (at the request of Mr.
ALBERT) was granted permission to ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and to include extraneous mat-
ter.) »

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, I have
for many years had the honor of being
closely assoclated with the Joint Civic
Committee of the Italian Americans in
Chicago, Ill.

Representing over 40 different organi-
zations, the joint civic committee serves
as both planner and coordinator of nu-
merous civie, educational, welfare, and
social action programs carried out by the
Italo-American community in the
greater Chicago area.

‘We in Chicago are proud of the joint
civic committee’s accomplishments and
of the local, State, and National acclaim
its work has earned. Community lead-
ers across the country have acquainted
themselves with the joint civic commit-
tee and have used it as a model for sim-
ilar enterprises.

Under leave to extend my remarks, I
include excerpts from the annual report
for 1964 of the Joint Civic Committee of
Italian Americans for Chicago. The
report follows:

The work of the Joint Civiec Comrmittee of
Italian Americans was broadened and inten-
sifled on a truly impressive basis during 1964
under the leadership of Anthony Paterno,
president. It Is doubtful that any previous
year was 5o fruitful and rewarding. Not only
did the committee have a significant impact
upon our people in the Chicago metropolitan
area, but in addition, Americans of Italian
extraction in many other States became cog-
nizant of our work and accomplishments.

The Joint Civic Committee of Italian
Amerlcans is known all over Illinois and from
New York to Californila President Johnson,
Governor Kerner, Mayor Daley, and many of
the U.8. Senators and Congressmen are inti-
mately acqualnted with our program and
with our goals and aspirations. We in Chi-
cago can be proud of the many activities
which are carried on by the Joint Clvic Com-
mittee of Italian Americans. Without ques-
tion, the Joint Civie Committee "of Italian
Americans has blazed new tralils in civic ac-
tion. The work of the joint civic committee
is carrlied on under the leadership of dedi-
cated volunteers working on various subcom-
mittees which will be discussed briefly in this
report. - ;

At long last, on November 1, 1964, the joint
civic committee opened an office, employed
a full-time secretary and other personnel
so that these activities could be carried on
more effectively and efficiently and thus bet-
ter meet the needs of our people in general.

To raise the necessary funds for this ex-
panded program, the joint civic committee
will cosponsor an opera, “Aida” in conjunc-
tion with the Apollo Opera Co. at the Civic
Opera House on February 20, 1965. Cochair-
men of this event are Congressman FRANK
ANNUNzIO, Anthony Paterno, Nello Ferrara,
Dr. Mario O. Rubinelll, and Victor Failla.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Increasingly in this country we are begin-
ning to appreciate and to value all things
Italian. ‘This appreclation, we belleve, was
best expressed some years ago by an eminent
American, often quoted by Victor Arrigo. We
refer to Presldent Nicholag Mwmray Butler of
Columbia Unlversity when he said, “The
place of Italy in civillzation is best shown by
trying to subtract that place from world his-
tory. ‘Take away her scientific accomplish-
ments, her statesmanship, her leadership of
the world for many years, and what have you
left? The world looks badly decapitated.
You can subtract TItallan culture from
elvilization only by destroying that civiliza-
tion.”

HUMAN RELATIONS

At the beginning of the year the joint
civic committee started with a determina-
tion to deal more vigorously and more ef-
feciively with human relation problems af-
fecting the Italian people. A strong policy,
adopted by the executive committee, and
implemented by the human relations com-
mittee directed by Joseph Barbera, vowed
that hereafter all incidents involving dis-
crimination or defamation of character
would be given top priority with immediate
action to be taken.

During the year the human relations com-
mittee investigated approximately six in-
cidents involving discrimination. The ma-~
Jor incident concerned two attorneys of
Italian extraction who were rejected for ap-
pointment as circult court magistrates. A
thorough investigation by the human rela-
tions ecommittee revealed clearly that the
two attorneys had no negative marks in their
record either as private citizens or attorneys.
The human relations committee will con-
tinue to be alert in the coming year to any
unfair attacks maede upon persons of Italian
extraction.

COLUMBUS DAY PARADE

As we all know, one of the turning points
in history was the discovery of America by
Columbus, an Itallan, Columbus, therefore,
has become our symbol, our inspiration, and
our hope for a better world. For this reason,
also we are pressing the fight to have Colum-
bus Day observed as a national legal holiday.

Under the leadership of Frank Armanetti,
general chairman, this year’s parade was one
of the most colorful parades ever to march
down State Street. The 50 floats were su-
perbly designed and decorated, the bands and
marchers and other units—a total of 200—
all gave excellent performances, halled and
praised by everyone.

Two milllon people saw the parade, both
on State Street and on television. Hon. An~
thony J. Celebrezze, Secretary of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare, Governor Kerner, Mayor
Daley, Senator DouGLASs, Senator DIRKSEN,
Congressman ANNUNgzIo, and all of our Il-
linois political leaders marched in the parade
and viewed it from the speclal stand on
Madison and State Streets,

CULTURAL AFFAIRS

The highly successful program, “Sojourn
in Italy” sponsored by the Joint Civiec Com-
mittee of Itallan Americans was offered for
the third year at DePaul University, 25 Rast
Jackson Boulevard.

The program continued to attract hun-
dreds of persons who wish to learn the Italian
language and become better acquainted with
its history, art, literature, sclence, musjc—
in short—its whole way of life.

Under the leadership of Peter R. Scalise,
chairman of the commlttee, this program
costs about $10,000 a year and is largely sub-
sldized by the nominal tuition of $20 for
30 sessions and by contributions from
SpONSOrs.

Another activity of the cultural affairs
committee was the sponsorship of a lecture
and exhibit on Gallleo at the art institute
to focus attention on the 400th anniversary
of the famous Italian sclentist,

40 organizations

February 17

Another accomplishment in cultural affairs
was the joint clvic committee’s efforts in
having the Postmaster General issue a special
commemorative postage stamp on Dante.
Originally proposed by Prof. Joseph Fucilla,
of Northwestern University, this idea was
presented to Senator PauL Dougras who
secured approval for the Dante stamp., It
will be issued early in 1965.

IMMIGRATION RALLY AND LEGISLATION

The joint civic committee cosponsored a
gigantic immigration rally on December 15,
1963 in conjunction with the Chicago chap-
ter, American Committee on Italian Migra-
tion. Held at the McCormick Place and
attended by 5,000 persons, this highly suc-
cessfully rally helped to focus attention on
the need to change the formula for the
natlonal origins quota which greatly restricts
immigration from Italy.

At a followup meeting on March 31, 1964,
at the Sherman House, delegates from over
took responsibility for
circulating petitions to obtain names of
thousands of supporters for submission to
President Johnson and to the Senators and
Congressmen.

REPRESENTATION IN GOVERNMENT

For a number of years the joint civic-com-
mittee has been carrying on a campalgn to
have persons of Italian extraction appointed
to the various advisory boards and commis-
sions of clty, country, and State governments.

Conferences were held with Mayor Daley
and Governor Kerner and they indicated an
interest and willingness to appoint persons
of Italian origin to the various boards.

ITALIAN FLOOD RELIEF

A check for $25,000 was presented on
October 80, 1964, by the Itallan Flood Relief
Committee to aid the victims of last year's
Vatont Dam disaster which killed over 2,000
persons in Longarone, Italy.

SCHOLARSHIP FUND

A scholarship fund, which began about
8 years ago, was resumed in 1964. Partic-
ipating in a benefit luncheon with the United
Chicago Police Association enabled us to
raise sufficlent funds.

Known ag the Rocky Marciano Scholarship
Fund, the committee In 1964 made the fund
avallable to the Sacred Heart Semilnary en-
abling two of its graduates to attend the
Maryknoll College Seminary.

CALVARY HILL “PASSION PLAY"’

An “Italian night" was sponsored by the
Joint civie committee at the Sacred Heart
Seminary in Stone Park on Saturday, Au-
gust 14, 1964.

The major attraction was the Calvary Hill
“Passion Play” condueted by the Scalabrini
Fathers which was attended by 7,000 peo-
ple, a record attendance for one night.

FLIGHTS TO ITALY

In order to facilitate travel to Italy at a
low cost, group basls, from Chicago to Rome,
the Joint Civic Committee of Italian-Amer-
lecans In 1964 sponsored its second annual

. program.

Five flights by Alitalia jet planes were
sponsored for members, spouses, and de-
pendents at group rates of $477. Flights
started in June and continued to Septem-
ber 1964. Each group consisted of 25 or more
pasengerd and the stay in Italy ranged from
3 to 6 weeks. To be eligible persons had to
have membership in the joint civie com-
mittee or in one of its affiliated organiza-
tlons which have coextensive membership in
the committee. A total of 150 persons par-
ticipated in this unique travel program
which afforded a wonderful opportunity to
visit relatives and to see firsthand the beauty
and marvels of Italy.

OTHER ACTIVITIES

In addition to the major projects described
in this report, the joint ecivic committee
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marks of the senior Senator from Idaho
[Mr. CrurcH], I have some extended re-
marks to make on the same problem. I
should appreciate the opportunity to go
into that subject tonight. I hope that
helps in resolving the uncertainty in the
mind of the acting majority leader.

. Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent I had inqulred as to the possibility
of a unanimous-consent agreement.
Under, the circumstances, it is not pos-
sible. It would be objected to. That
being the case, I have discussed the sit-
uation with the distinguished chairman
of the committee, the junior Senator
from Virginia. His judgment is that the
Senate would do better if it were to come
back tomorrow and seek to finish consid-
eration of the bill then. .. _ .

Mr. ROBERTSON. I am sure that
many Senators have engagements and
will not be here after 6:30, and I do not
see why we should proceed 1f we could
not.obtain a quorum.

‘Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Under the

clrecumstances I think it would be better .

to resume consideration. of the bill to-
morrow and seek tg complete action then.
I:would hope that tomorrow we would
be able to finish action on this bill and
the other bills which have been referred
to, but T do not believe there i§ too much
hope for that.

Mr. SMATHER§ Mr, President, does
the acting majority leader know how
many amehdments there are?

‘Mr. LONG of Louisiana. There would
be a vote on two more amendments and
perhaps a vote on passage of the bill.

ile my heart is with the Senator from
Florida, I beheve he would. find that ab-
senteeism would be so pronounced after
7 o’clock that it would be necessary to
come back and complete action on the
bill tomorrow,

I hope there would be no obJectlon ‘to
modifying the unanimous consent pre-
viously entered, in order that action on
the bill could be finished tomorrow

" Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, one
more lnquiry I understand an order
was obtained for the Senate to meet at
10 o’clock tomorrow morning.

The PRESIDING OFFICER " The
Senator IS correct

HEARINGS BY THE COMMITTEE ON
BANKING AND CURRENCY ON U.S.
BALANCE OF PAYMENTS

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, the
chairman of the Committee on Banking
- and Currency announced that he was

starting hearings next week, or soon
thereafter, on the question of balance
of payments. In order to assist the com-
mittee and Members of this body in
studying that question, I ask unanimous
consent that there may be printed the
titles, page references, and years of issue
of some 16 studies issued by the Joint
~Economlic Committee. We shall be glad
to.get these publications to the chairman
of the Committee on Banking and Cur-
" rency for such use as he may wish to
make of them. They weigh, in all, about

8 pounds; and I feel that they will help

the Committee on Bankmg and Currency

in the hearings that may conducted.

—
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There being no objection, the list was
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as
follows:

JOINT ECONOMIC COMMITTEE PUBLICATIONS ON
THE U.8. BALANCE OF PAYMENTS

“International Influences on the American
Economy,” June 1959.

“International Effects of U.§. Economic
Bollcy,” by Edward M. Bernsteln, January
1960.

“International Payments Imbalances and
Need for Strengthening International Finan-
cial Arrangements”; hearings before Subcom-
mittee on International Exchange and Pay-
ments, May, June, 1961.

“International Payments Imbalances and

Need for Strengthening International Finan-
clal Arrangements”; report of the Subcom-
mittee on International Exchange and Pay-
ments, August 1961.
. “Factors Affecting the U.S. Balance of
Payments”; studies prepared for the Subcom-
mittee on International Exchange and Pay-
ments, December 1962.

“Outlock for the U.S. Balance of Pay-
ments’”; hearings before the Subcommit-
tee on International Exchange and Payments,
December 1962.

“U.8. Payments Pohcles Consistent with
Domestic Objectives of Maximum Employ-
ment and Growth’; report of the Subcom-~

“mittee on International Exchange and Pay-

ments, December 1962.

“Current Problems and Policles,” July
1963; hearings on the U.S. balance of pay-
ments, part 1.

“Outlook for the U.S. Balance .of Pay-
ments’; hearings on the U.S. balance of pay-
ments, part 2, July 1963.

“The International Monetary System:
Functioning and Possible Reform”; hearings
on the U.S. balance of payments, part 8,
November 1963,

. “The US, Balance of Payments——Perspec-
tives and Policies,” November 1963.

“The US. Balance of Payments: State-
ments by Economists, Bankers, and Othera
on the Brookings Institution Study, ‘The U.S.
Balance of Payments in 1968.” November
1963.

. “A Description and Analysls of Certain
Euroepan Capital Markets,” January 1964,

“The U.S. Balance of Payments,” March

1964.
“Discriminatory Ocean Freight Rates and
the Balance of Payments’; part IV, hearings,

. March 1964,

“Discriminatory Ocean Freight Rates and
the Balance of Payments”; hearings, part V,
appendix, September 1964.

E.XECUTIVE BUSINESS

Asin executlve session,

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I
have conferred with the minority leader
and with the minority members of the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv-
ice on this request. I ask unanimous
consent, as in executive session, to report
from the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service the nomination of John A.
Gronouski, of Wisconsin, to be Postmas-~
ter General, and I ask for its immediate
consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the Senate will proceed as
in executive session.

If there be no committee reports, the
nomination will be stated.

POSTMASTER GENERAL

The legislative clerk read the nomina-
tion of John A, Gronouski, of Wisconsin,
to be Postmaster General.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the nomination

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the nomination.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, the
committee unanimously reported favor-
ably the confirmation of the nomination
of Postmaster General. We are taking
this unusual action since the term of the
Postmaster would automatically expire
on Friday. In order to have continuity
of contracts and other important busi-
ness, it is necessary that we act now, so
the -confirmation can reach the White
House in time for the Postmaster Gen-
eral to be installed in office at the ex-
piration of his present term.

On behalf of the chairman of the full
Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv-
ice, the Senator from South Carclina
[Mr. JornsToN1, I should like to read this
statement, as the Senator from South
Carolina is unable to be present:
STATEMENT BY SENATOR OLIN D. JOENSTON ON

THE NOMINATION OF MR. JOHN A, GRONOU-

SKI TO BE POSTMASTER GEWERAL, FEBRUARY

17, 1865

I am very pleased that President Johnson
has reappointed John Gronouskl to be Post-
master General. I wish it were possible for
me to be in the Senate to vote for his con-
firmation.

He has served as Postmaster General ably
and well since his appointment in 1963, dem-
onstrating an unusual ability to attack prob-
lems head on and frequently to find solu-
tions. He has brought to his position the
talents of a scholar and the energies and
directness of an outstanding administrator.

As chairman of the Post Office and Civil
Service Committee, I have dealt for many
years with the complicated web of postal
affairs, and I feel that we are indeed for-
tunate to have a man of John Gronouski’s
demonstrated abilities to seek solutions to
our postal problems. My relations with the
Postmaster General have always been marked
by great cordiality and cooperation on his
part, and I look forward to thelr continua-
tion,

John Gronouski has my every good wish
as his new térm of office begins.

I have just read a statement by the
distinguished chairman of the commit-
tee, who is absent because of illness.
Republicans as well as Democrats spoke
glowingly of the services Mr. Gronouski
has rendered during the time he has been
Postmaster General since his appoint-
ment in 1963.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I concur in everything the Senator
from Oklahoma has said. I believe Post-
master General Gronouski is making a
magnificent record. He has performed
his tasks far beyond the call of duty. I
say this as one who has had an opportu-
nity to know the extent to which he has
gone in traveling about the country ful~
filling his responsibilities and duties. I
believe he is entitled to the highest com-
mendation we can give him. I am ex-
tremely honored to support the nomina-
tion.

Mr. MONRONEY. I appreciate what
the Senator from Louisiana has said.
During the service of the Postmaster
General he has visited in practically all
the 50 States, where his farflung enter-
prise is situated. He has seen many of
the men whose task it is to move the mil-
lons of pieces of mail and who comprise
the postal service.

v
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I ask for a vote on the nomination.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
guestion is, Will the Senate advise and
consent to the confirmation of this
nomination?

The nomination was confirmed.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I
ask that the President be notified im-
mediately of the confirmation of the
nomination. .

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Without
objection, the President will be imme-
diately notified.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Senate
resume the consideration of legislative
business. .

There being no objection, the Senate
resumed the consideration nf legislative
busipess. ’

I

OVERINVOLVEMENT TN AFRICA
_ AND ASIA—A CRITICAL AP-
PRAISAL OF AMERICAN FOREIGN
POLICY IN EX-COLONIAL RE-
GIONS OF THE WORLD
PAk'l‘,I: FROM ONE EXTREME TO ANOTHER

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, “we can
never again stand aside prideful in isola-
tion,” so spoke Lyndon B. Johnson at his
inauguration.

All Amerieans should agree with the
President. Head-in-the-sand isolation-
ism died a generation ago. If ism’t likely
to be resurrected. The ranks of those
who believe that the United States can
ever again withdraw from world affairs
have been rightly decimated.

As a. confirmed internationalist, I fa-
vor Sstrong American support for the
United Nations. I believe in a sensible
forelgn aid program to help lift depressed
living standards in the underdeveloped
world. In the Senate, I have voted con-
sistently to extend the use of our surplus
food in hungry lands, and to enlarge
the Peace Corps as living work-a-day evi-
dence of American good will, ’

But the pendulum of our foreign policy
can swing from one extreme to the other.
Once we thought that anything which
happened abroad was none of our busi-
ness; now we evidently think that every-
thing which happens abroad has become
our business. In the span of 30 years,
an excess of isolationism has been trans-
formed into an excess of interventionism.

Since the days of the Marshall plan,
the United States has constantly ex-
panded the scope of its commitment to
foreign governments. From Western
Europe, we have moved into Africa, the
Middle East, and the Far East, until the
dimension of our involvement has be-
come global. Our troops are now sta-
tioned in no less than 30 countries, we
are pledged to defend 42, and we are ex-
tending aid, in one form or another, to
nearly 100 nations. As a result of this
proliferation, Walter Lippmann writes:

We have become prossly overextended in
regions where we have no primary vital in-
terest. We have scattered our assistance to
such a degree that we help everybody a Jittle
and nobody enough.

CONGRESSIONAL
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Why have we spread ourselves so thin?
What compulsion draws us, ever deeper,
into the internal affairs of so many. coun-
tries in Africa and Asia, having so re-
mote a connection with the vital inter-
ests of the United States?

The answer, 1 think, stems from our
intensely ideological view of the cold war.
We have come to treat “communism,”
regardless of what form it may take in
any given country, as the enemy. We
fancy ourselves as guardian of the “free”
world, though most of it is not free, and
never has been. We seek to immunize
this world against further Communist
infection through massive injections of
American ald, and, wherever necessary,
through direct . American intervention.
Such a vast undertaking has at least two
defects: Pirst, it exceeds our national
capability; second, among the newly
emerging nations, where the specter of
Western imperialism is dreaded more
than communism, such a policy can be
self-defeating. As a seasoned, friendly
foreign diplomat recently put it:

The United States Is getiing involved in
situations where no one—not even a nation
of saints—would be welcome.

This is not to say that wé should write
off Africa or Asia. It is tosay that a for-
eign policy of intervention, which was
right for Western Europe, is apt to be
wrong for those continents which have
just thrown off European rule.

‘To begin with, the stakes in Europe
were different. Had so rich an industrial
prize as Western Europe ever fallen into
Russian hands, the actual balance of
power in the world would have shifted
from us to the Soviet Union. We were
obliged to regard the dividing line in
Burope as though it were an American
frontier, to commit our nuclear arsenal
to its defense, and to station an army
of American troops in West Germany as
“tripwire” evidence of our determina-
tion to defend that country as though it
were our own.

No nation goes this far unless its very
survival hangs in the balance.

Even so, our intervention in Europe
would not have succeeded without s
strong mutual purpose. We were wel-
comed back to war-devastated Europe in
1945 to be & nuclear sentinel against
further Russian aggression. It was the
expansion of hostile Russian power which
summoned us, hot the color of the Red
banner, or our distaste for the way of
life inside the Soviet Union. There was
no confusion among the NATO allies as
to the identity of the enemy. Aslong as
the Russian threat remained imminent,
we all faced in the same direction, united
by & single will.

There was still another reason for the
success of our intervention in Europe—a
condition so obvious that it is often over-
looked, and yet so fundamental that its
absence in Africa and Asia accounts for
most of our setbacks on these continents.

.In Burope, we stood among people with

whom we shared a common ancestry,
whose political and economic systems
were similar to our own, and whose tradi-
tional values derived from the same
mainstream of historical experience that
we call Western civilization. ‘This cul-
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tural bond meant that most Europeans
generally shared our aims and our point
of view.

But if the inhabitants of Western Eu-
rope tend to see the world as we do, as a
global arens in which “free” people are
arrayed against Communists, it does not
follow that Africans and Asians share
this view. They have been participants
in a different revolution, more potent and
widespread than the Communist brand—-—
a revolution foreshadowed two centuries
ago, by the American War for Independ-
ence, and whipped into flame by Wood-
row Wilson’s ringing reaffirmation of the
rigcht of self-determination. Neither
Marx nor Lenin fathered the revolt
against colonialism, and we need not per-
mit their successors, in Moscow or Pei-
ping, to exploit the colonial issue to
Communist advantage.

To avoid this, we must understand
that, for most Africans and Asians, our
concept of self-government and individ-
ual freedom is totally unreal, having
never been experienced. In many, if not
most, of these emergent lands, it is capi-
talism, not communism, which is the ugly
word. The very term evokes images of
the old colonial plantation and white
man supremacy. Furthermore, any at-
tempt to acquaint Africa and Asia with
the miracles of modern capitalism, as
witnessed inh such places as the United
States, Western Europe, and Japan, is
relatively meaningless. The under-de-
veloped world lacks the private capital
with which to industrialize. Govern-
ment is often the only source available
to underwrite development programs.
Thus, popular repughance to capitalism
combines with economic¢ necessity to
cause most of the new governments in
Africa and Asia to proclaim themselves
Socialist states.

Because these facts are so well known,
it puzzles me that American foreign po-
licy in Africa and Asia has not been tied
to them. We have plunged into these
former colonial regions as though we
had been designated on high to act as
trustee in bankruptcy for the broken
empires.

First of all, we strained relations by
trying to induce governments to line up
with us in the cold war, a struggle in
which few felt any real interest. For-
getting that we ourselves had insisted
upon our right to stay neutral for most
of our history, we assailed ‘“neutralism”
as a kind of Communist trick.  Later,
having painfully learned that cold war
neutrality always served as a badge of,
and sometimes even as an umbrella for,
independence, we changed tune, but,
even then, we kept on administering our
aid programs in ways designed to freeze
out the Russians and Chinese.

Inregions craving aid from any source,
our freeze-out policy was bound to give
rise to cries of undue interference.
Soon, African and Asian governments
were demanding aid “without strings at-
tached,” while accusing the United
States of practicing ‘‘neo-colonialism.”
Worse still, sensing that we feared com-
retition from Communist sources, many
a government craftily raised the “ante”
on us, threatening to go to the Reds for
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help if we failed to meet some new de-

mand,

Neither AID nor the State Department
will acknowledge submitting to this sort
of diplomatic blackmail in the handling
of our foreign aid program. But I have
no doubt about it. Too often I have
questioned an - American Ambassador
about a misfit project in some forlorn
little country, only to be told: “If we
hadn’'t done it, the Russians would have
been asked.” Knuckling under to such
crude pressures has caused our prestige
to go down, even as our costs have gone
up.

Worst of all, we have permitted our-
selves to be drawn into the internal
political affairs of so many African and
Asian countries that anti-American feel-
ing is rising at an alarming rate. Our
embassies are being subjected to increas-
ingly frequent attacks, our information
libraries are being sacked, and dema-
gogs from Calro to DJakarta court
popular favor by rebuking us. Afro-
Asian delegates at the U.N, castigate us
with words of extraordinary violence.
Clearly, the policy of intervening too
much in the volatile ex-colonial regions
of Africa and Asia, is backfiring on the
United States. i ‘

PART II! MISTAKES IN AFRICA

Much of this could have been avoided.

1 visited Africa in 1960, 1mmediate1y aft-
er John F. Kennedy’s election, in com-
pany with two of my colleagues and the
President’s youngest brother, Ted.
Wherever our presence became known,
eager crowds would gather to shout,
‘“Kennedy, Kennedy.” The word had
spread through Africa that the newly-
elected President of the United States
had, as a Senator in 1957, spoken up for
Algeria in her war for independence
against France, For the first time, our
country was being identified, by Arab
and Black alike, with legitimate African
aspiratlons Opportunlty was beckon-
ing our way.

If we had continued to champion
African natlonalism, the cause that
counts with the people; if we had de-
clared ourselves strongly in favor of
rightful independence for the Portuguese
Territories, the flaming issue in Africa
today; if we had held ourselves at arms
length from the shifting factional fights
for power within the seething young
African countries, regardless of the labels
chosen to solicit outside support I have
no doubt that our influence in Africa

would have kept on growing.

But we have not yet managed to
harness our zeal. Rational restraints
give way to embotional involvement,
which, in turn, leads to more interven-
tion. Fortunately, the Russians have
made the same mistake in Africa, and
now the Chinese seem eager to repeat
it. Here are two examples, one Russian,
one American, which constitute, in my
judgment, showcase illustrations of how
not to conduct a winning foreign policy
in Africa:

Six years ago, Nikita Khrushchev
scutried to the rescue of Sekou Touré,
strong man of Guinea, after this little
west African country had been stripped
bare by the departing French. It seemed
a perfect marriage, since the Guinean
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leaders, raised in the radical tradition of
the French labor movement, were Marx-
ists anyway, and anxious to establish a
model Marxist state. )

When I arrived in Conakry, the coun-
try’s capital, in December of 1960,
Guinea had taken on all the appear-
ances of a satellite. The government had
been persuaded to abandon the franc
in order to impede further trade with
the West, and the entire economy seemed
welded into the Red bloc. Communist
advisors sat beside every Government
minister. Numerous Red- donated proj-
ects were under construction, in¢luding
a big printing plant, and the place
swarmed with communist technicians,
transplanted from countries behind the
Iron Curtain, Guinea had plainly been
taken over.

Into this captured country, President
Kennedy sent a young Ambassador, Bill
Atwood. His instructions were to play it
cool. He was not to lecture the Guinean
dictator on the virtues of democracy, or
belabor his commissars with the glories
of free enterprise. He was to say it was
their business, not ours, to choose the
system they preferred; that we were in-
terested only in helping them, in a mod-
est way, with some of their problems of
human suffering. Kennedy felt, if we did
not press too hard, that Guinea would
soon discover the Russians were not 9
feet tall.

And so it happened. It wasn’t long be-
fore Guinea began to resent the heavy-
handed interference of the Russians.
Relations became so strained that the
Soviet Ambassador was declared persona
non grata, and ordered to leave the
country. Meanwhile, Guinea began to

reassume control over her own -course. -

Today, her attitude toward the United
States is much improved, and her ties
with the West are growing again.

The mistake of too much intervention,
which the Russians made in Guinea, we
seem determined to duplicate in the
Congo. Africans wonder why the United
States, having no historic, economic, or
security interests in the Congo, should
so involve itself in that country’s civil
war. I also wonder why.

I know, of course, that the State De-
partment regards the Congo rebels as a
Communist front, though their source of
supply—Algerian and Egyptian—would
seem African enough. Our own envoy in
Stanleyville, whose long agony with the
rebels was climaxed when they forced
him to eat an American flag, declared,
after his rescue, that he believed the re-
bellion to be purely African, not Com-
munist, in character. His statement met
a response of stony silence fx:om the
American press.

For the fact is that our embrace with
Moise Tshombe is popular in the United
States. We see him as a vociferous anti-
Communist. What matters, however, is
how the Africans see him. And African
animosity toward Tshombe is so intense
that he is even barred from associating
with other African leaders, having been
physically excluded from their meetings.
To them, he is the’ African equivalent
of anh “Uncle Tom,” a puppet of the
imperialists who uses white mercenaries
to subdue his own countrymen. I doubt
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that Tshombe will ever win African ac-
ceptance. Our involvement with him
serves only to turn the tide of African
opinion increasingly against us.

PART III. THE LESSON OF PAKISTAN

Regrettably, we are creating similar
problems for ourselves in Asia by the
same excess of interventionism. Paki-
stan is a classic example. At fantastic
cost, we undertook to enlarge and mod-
ernize the armed forces of Pakistan. Our
theory was that this assistance would
bolster the country’s defenses against
Russia, but it was India, contesting with
Pakistan over Xashmir, which felt
threatened.

Still, we persisted. After all, was not
Ayub Khan, that strapping, Sandhurst-
educated army man, a ruddy good chap?
He had appeared before a joint session
of the Congress, and addressed us in
the reassuring accents of a British coun-
try squire. On the Communist issue, the
Indians seemed much too concihatory
but we felt sure Ayub Khan could be de-
pended upon, come what may. He him-
self said so. To the Congress, he intoned:

Let me tell you, that if there is real
trouble, there is no other country in Asia on
whom you will be able to count, The only

people who will stand by you are the people
of Pakistan.

That is past history now. Having used
us for his purpose, Ayub Khan was the
first to flirt with Red China, when India
was attacked. The fervent courtship
of Pakistan only lost us favor there. In
the recent elections, the main issue be-
tween the two presidential candidates
was who was the most anti-American;
Ayub Khan won.

PART IV: OUR DILEMMA IN VIETNAM

To the case against excessive American
intervention in Africa and Asia, the State
Department has a stock answer: The
Communists will not let us quit. South
Vietnam is pointed to as the proof of
our dilemma,. If we permit the Vietcong
to overthrow the Saigon Government,
then the gates are open, so the argument
goes, to successful Communist subver-
sion of all the other governments in
southeast Asia.

But the hard fact is that there are
limits to what we can do in helping any
Government surmount a Communist up-
rising. If the people themselves will not
support the Government in power, we
cannot save it. We can give arms,
money, food, and supplies, but the out-
come will depend, in the final analysis,
upon the character of the Government
helped, and the extent to which the peo-
ple are willing to rally behind it.

The Saigon Government is losing its
war, not for lack of equipment, but for
lack of internal cohesion. The Vietcong
grow stronger, not because they are bet-
ter supplied than Ssigon, but because
they are united in their will to fight.
This spirit cannot be imported; it must
come from within. It is nothing that we
Americans can supply from our side of
the Pacific. The weakness in South Viet-
nam emanates from Saigon itself, where
we, as foreigners, are powerless to unite
the spoiling factions. A family feud is
never settled by outsiders. Only the
Vietnamese themselves can furnish the
solution.

Approved For Release 2003/10/15 : CIA-RDP67B00446R000300170007-4



Approved For Release 2003/10/15 : CIA-RDP67B00446R000300170007
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

2794

As to the other governments in south-
east Asia, they are not so many dominoes
ir. a row. They differ, one from another,
in popular support, and in capacity to
resist Communist subversion. The Ma-
layans, with British help, because of their
own determined resistance to commu-
nism, successfully put down a long and
bloody insurrection. Guerrilla wars—
even when nourished from without—can
be won by sitting governments, but only
in countries where shelter for the enemy
is not furnished by the peovle themselves.

Our reason for being in the Orient is
not that of fashioning Asian govern-
ments. It is not communism, as such,
which accounts for our presence in the
Far East, but rather the containment of
Peiping. This can be best accomplished
if China is ringed with stable, independ-
ent governments, which refuse to be the
pawns of Chinese ambition. As Yugo-

_slavia has proved in Europe vis-a-vis
TRussia, even a Communist government
can play such a role.

Due to the degree of our involvement
in the internal affairs of southeast Asia,
an area whetre China has'been feared and
resisted for centuries, the Peiping gov-
ernment is now able to pose as champion
of Asia for the Asians, defying the United
States in the name of opposing the re-
vival of Western imperialism.

Chou ¥n-lai had reason to rub his
hands with glee when he said recently
to a foreign visitor:

Once we worried about southeast Asia. We
Gon't anymore. The Americans are rapidly
solving our problems for us.

It would be to our national advantage,
then, to seek an international agreement
for the neutralization of the whole great
region that used to be French Indochina.
The transitional phase of such a settle~
ment might be policed by the United Na~
tions, or by a special high commission
set up to preside over a cease-fire in

- South Vietnam, to supervise the with-
drawal of all foreign troops from both
sides, and to maintain order, while an in-
dependent and unalined new govern-
ment is formed by the Vietnamese them-
selves.

The neutrality of the whole region
could be guaranteed by the signatories
to the international agreement. Thus,
the military might of the Unlted States
would remain available as a deterrent
against Chinese aggression from the
north, which is—or ought fto be—our
governing national objective in south-
east Asia anyway.

In like manner, we may find it in our
national interest to pledge our armed
might behind the defense of India,
Thailand, or some other Asian govern-
ment, against any future Chinese attack,
that these governments might avoid the
need for developing nuclear shields of
their own, while we avoid the dangers of
further proliferation of nuclear arsenals.
This kind of guarantee, which would be a
real deterrent to Chinese military ag-
gression, lies within our capability, and
wotuld preclude a power vacuum in Asia,
so feared by the architects of gur present
policy. If this kind of defense commit-
ment is sufficient to prevent an overt
Chinese attack upon, say, India or

Thalland, it ought to suffice for the rest
of southeast Asia as well.

To those who protest that such a
policy will fail to proteet against growing
Chingse influence over such counfries as
Laos, Cambodia, Burma, or Vietnam,
pbrought. on through intensified Com-
munist subversion from within these
countries, I submit that the scoreboard
on our present policy of direct interven-
tion in southeast Asia shows that we are
now losing :this contest. Burma and
Cambodia, though both non-Communist
Governments, have been moving steadily
closer to China. Laos is in limbo, after
an American involvement, at heavy cost,
in that country’s internal affairs, turned
sour. The war in WVietnam, despite
Saigon’s preponderant milltary advan-
tage, is going from bad to worse.

This somber truth is underlined in the
events of the past fortnight—the
stepped-up Vietcong attacks upon Amer-
ican bases in South Vietnam, and the
consequent loss of more American lives.
We must hope that our retaliatory bomb-
ings of military installations in North
Vietnam, intended to demonstrate the
strength of our will and purpose, may
persuade Hanoi and Peiping that the
United States is not, and never has been,
a paper tiger. Having made a solemn
commitment to Saigon, we intend to keep
{t. The military might we can bring to
bear upon North Vietnam is formidable
indeed, and so it would behoove the
Communists to explore with us the way
to a peaceful solution in southeast Asia.

As the beat of the war drums intensi-
fies, and passions rise on both sides, I
recognize that negotiation becomes more
difficult. Already cries of “appeasement”
are being directed at anyone who speaks
up for a negotiated settlement of this
escalating war. So soon the country
seems to have forgotten the wise words
of John F. Kennedy, that we should nev-
er negotiate out of fear, hut never fear
to negotiate.

All of us recognize the heavy burden
of decision which our President bears.
And we would do well to remember that
the seal of his office is an American eagle,
clutching a bundle of arrows in one claw
and an olive branch in the other. The
judicious use of both the arrows and the
olive branch represents our best hope for
avoiding a widening war in Asia.

Those who would use the arrows alone
are actually calling for war. The sys-
tematic and sustained bombing of North
Vietnam, unattended by any proffered
recourse to the bargaining table, can
only lead us into war., North Vietnam,
lacking air and sea power, must answer
on the ground. Her response, In the
form of added military pressures against
the south, Saigon can hardly be ex-
pected to withstand. As a consequence,
the next step will be to send American
land forces into battle, thus converting
the struggle into an American war on
the Asian mainland. That China will,
sooner or later, enter such a war, I have
no doubt.

Let those who urge this course upon
us answer for its consequences. A
spreading war on the Asian mainland,
pitting American troops against Asian
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troops, is a war we cannot finish. In
the end, after a tragic trail of casualties
out of all proportion to our real national
interest, we will liave to negotiate a set-
tlement with the Communists, even as
such a truce was finally negotiated in
Korea. The question really is not
whether we should negotiate, but when.

To those who say that we must not
parley now, because we would bargain
from a position of weakness, I reply that
they take too restricted a view of our
strategic position in southeast Asia.
They look only to the plight of the war
in South Vietnam, forgetting that Amer.
ican power in southeast Asja rests not
upon the weakness of Saigon, but upon
the strength of our own possession of the
sea. and air. Our vrecent retaliatory
blows should make it clear to Hanoi and
Peiping that we will not quit under fire,
nor withdraw, nor submit to Communist
coercion. We can strike back with rela-
tive impunity, from floating bases which
are beyond Communist reach, and in-
flict heavy punishment upon them. Ours
is not a position of weakness from which
to deal.

So I would hope that the President of
the United States will undertake to use,
not only his arrows, but his olive branch
as well. Willingness to parley is not a
sien of weakness, but the symbol of
strength, nor should it destroy what re-
mains of the fighting morale of the
South Vietnamese. Negotiations pre-
ceded the end of the fighting in Korea
by nearly 2 years. In South Vietnam,
the active bargaining for a peaceful solu-
tion could even lift morale by offering
some hope to the people that there might
come an end to their ordeal. Moreover,
an attempt to reach a peaceful settle-
ment would not be incompatible with the
keeping of our pledge to give military aid
and advice to the Saigon Government.

PART V. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

Although it is natural for our atten-
tion to be fixed upon the gathering crisis
in Vietnam, I nonetheless commenced
this address with the purpose of under-
taking & general review of American for-
elgn policy throughout the whole of the
ex-colonial world. My thesis has been
that we have allowed ourselves to become
voverinvolved in both Africa and Aslia.
In saying this, I fully recognize that the
United States cannot withdraw to seek
refuge within some happy hunting
ground of our own choosing.

But it is mandatory, in these former
colonial areas, that we establish foreign
policy goals which are not beyond our
reach; that we observe priorities which
correspond with our real national in-
terests; that we concern ourselves less
with other peoples’ ideologies, and that
we adopt techniques which are sensitive
to, and compatible with, the prevailing
sentiment of the people in each great
region of the world. Measured by these
criteria, we are too deeply involved in
the internal affairs of the emerging na-
tions in Africa and Asia.

I believe that President Johnson in-
tends, in a prudent and responsible way,

,to redress the balance. His emphasis on

attending to the neglected problems at
home in sensible. ‘The longrun influ-
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ences we éxert abroad will hmge in large
measure, upon the kind of society we
build in our own land.

In any reappraisal of American foreign
policy in the underdeveloped world, so
recently freed from colonial bondage, we
would do well to recall the wise words of
President Kennedy, spoken in November
of 1961:

We must face the fact that the United
States is neither omnipotent nor omnliscient,
that we cannot always impose our will on
the other 94 percent of mankind, that we
cannot right every wrong or reverse every
adversity, and that therefore, there cannot
be an American solution to every world
pzjoblem

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp the
following articles: Two excellent col-
umns written by -James Reston and pub-
lished in the Pebruary 12 and February
14 issues of the New York Times, respec-
tively; and an article written by Mr.
Roscoe Drummond, captioned “Missing
Ingredient in Our Vietnam Poliey,” and
published in the Washington Post this
morning, February 17.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

[From the New York Times, Feb. 12, 1965]
WASHINGTON: WHAT ARE OUR AIMS IN
VIETNAM?

(By James Reston)
WasHINGTON, February 11.—The first casu-
alty In every shooting war is commonsense,
and the second is free and open discussion.
An extraordinary situation now exists in
Vietnam. A conscripted American armed
force is now engaged in increasingly severe
air ralds in North Vietnam without even a
speech by the President in explanation of his

present thinking on the crisis.

The big black limousines arrive and de-
part from the White House. Brief state-
mients are issued by press officers on the latest
military operations and casualties. Influen-
tial legislators express the gravest apprehen-
sion in private about the trend of events, but
most of them remain silent on the floor of
Congress,

Meanwhile, the propaganda machine is be-
ginning to turn over, the the front pages are
flilling up with pictures of the American
wounded and those almost meaningless
aerial photographs of villages burning in the
Jungle,.

THE AMBIGUITIES

This 18 no time to be dogmatic about what
should be done in Vietnam. Nobody but the
President and his most intimate advisers has
ehough information about the situation in
Saigon, Hanol, Pelping, and Moscow to pass
judgment, and his advisers are deeply di-
vided on the best course of action.

But the least the President can do 1s to go
before the country and explain his objectives.
“There can be and there must be,’”” he sald
in a campaign speech on Vietnam last August
f—which 1s about the only speech he has
made on the subject—'no doubt about the
policy and no doubt about the purpose.”
But there s doubt all over Washington to-
night about both America's policy and pur-

ose, ’ '
P At varlous times we have been told that

our purpose was merely (I) to help the South

Vietnamese Government help 1itself; and
then, again, it was (2) to defend the “vital
security interests” of the United States; (8)
to stop the Communist infiltration blow the
17th parallel (4) to prevent the conquest
of all of southeast Asia from Chinese Com-
munist domination, and (5) t6 win a victory
over the aggressors.

o~
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SLOWDOWN OR SHOWDOWN?

Sometimes one of these quite different
eims has been given, sometimes another, and
in absence of an up-to-date explanation by
the President of where he is going now, there
is a babble of influential voices in Washing-
ton, some of them concerned to'avoid risk
of war with China and some insisting that
it is better to have a showdown with China
now than later when she will be stronger.

There is widespread support here for a
policy of making clear to the Communlists
that the United States cannot be attacked
with impunity and that the cost of a Com-
munist victory in South Vietnam would cost
the Communists more than it is worth.

It is also generally recognized in the capital
that the chaos in the South Vietnamese Gov-
ernment was leading to a political collapse,
that that trend had to be reversed, and that
faflure to punish the Communist aggressors
for hitting our bases would have been inter-
preted all over the world as a weakness that
would have demorsalized the South Viet-
namese.

Accordingly, very few people here would
deny that the United States, as a result of
its limited policy of retaliation against bases
in the south of North Vietnam, has placed it-
self in a stronger position to negotiate a set-
tlement, but is this the President’s purpose?

THE CHINA BORDER

Before long there will be few bases to bomb
in the south of Communist Vietnam. The
farther north we bomb, the closer we will
come to the Red China border and the great-
er will be the danger of a Communist Chi-
nese response, maybe in Vietnam, but also
maybe in Korea, where China’s manpower
would be more effective.

“The Chinese people cannot stand idly
by,” said Peiping 10 days after the American
Army crossed the 38th parallel in Eorea in
1950, and we brushed it off in a mood very
similar to the mood here now. *“The 650
million Chinese people,” said Peiping again
this week, “will definitely not stand idly by
and are well prepared 1n this respect.”

DON'T THINK: ACT

Desplte the similarity of the two state-
ments, the risk of Chinese intervention is not
rated very high here, s0 long as the bombing
does not get close to the China border, but
as things now stand events are increasingly
deciding what we do, and the longer this
elaborate game of ‘‘chicken” goes on, the
farther north we are likely to go.

Even if we forget the Communist Chinese,
we are having a bad enough time with the
North  Vietnamese guerrillas—a  highly
trained but comparatively small force—but
what do we do If our bombings provoke the
regular North Vietnamese Army of a quarter
of a million men into an invasion of South
Vietnam against 23,000 “advisers”?

In such a situation it 1s easier to act than
think, and the satisfaction of acting is prob-
ably greater. A policy of retaliation to nego-
tiate from a position of strength and equali-
ty would be widely supported here, but we do
not know whether this is what the President
has in mind, and we do know that some of
his alds want far, far more.

[From the New York Times, Feb, 14, 1965]

WASHINGTON ;. THE UNDECLARED AND
UNEXPLAINED WAR

(By James Reston)

WasHINGTON, February 13.—The time has
come to call a spade a bloody shovel. This
country is in an undeclared and unexplained
war in Vietnam., OQur masters have a lot of
long and fancy names for it, like escalation
and retaliation, but it is war just the same.

The cause of the war Is plain enough. The
North Vietnamese Communists, with the ald
of Red China and to a lesser extent the So-
viet Union, have sent thelr guerrillas into
South Vietnam in violation of the 1954 and
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1962 Geneva agreements, for the express pur-
pose of taking over the Government and ter-
ritory of South Vietnam. .

AMERICA’S RESPONSE

The course of the war is equally plain. We
were getting licked in South Vietnam. The
Communists were steadily defeating the
South Vietnamese armed forces, terrorizing a
war-weary and indifferent population, and
taking advantage of a divided and quarrel-
some South Viethamese Government,

More than that, the Communists were
stepping up their attacks on the bases and
barracks which serve the 23,000 American
troops in South Vietnam, and it was in re-
sponse to this that President Johnson ordered
the bombing attacks onh the Communist mili-
tary installations in the south of North Viet-
namese territory.

Very few people here question the neces-
sity for a limited expansion of the war by
U.S. bombers into Communist territory. The
American and South Vietnamese position was
crumbling fast, and the political and strate-
gie consequences of defeat would have been
serious for the free world all over Asia.

There is a point, however, where this exer-
cise will become critical. As the military tar-
gets in the southern part of Communist Viet-
nam are knocked out, and our bombers move
northward, they will soon come within the
range of the North Viethamese and Red
Chinese MIG fighters, and if we get into that
situation, the presure for attacks on the air
bases In North Vietnam and South China
will steeply increase.

The immediate problem, therefore, is how
to put enough pressure on the North Viet-
namese to bring them into negotiations for
a settlement of the war, without provoking
a mass Communist counterattack we are in
no position to meet.

This is a delicate and highly dangerous
sltuation. The United States has the air and
naval power to wipe out North Vietnam and
the Chinese Air Force, if it comes into the
battle. But the North Vietnamese have a
quarter of a million men under arms who
have never been committed to the battle at
all, and few observers In Washington believe
this force could be stopped without the in-
tervention of a very large American Army
on the ground.

THE SILENT WHITE HOUSE

Nobody has made all this clear to the
American people. President Johnson has not
made a major speech on the detalls of this
war since he entered the White House.
Neither did President Kennedy. We have
had one long speech on the subject by Secre-
tary of Defense McNamara on March 26 of
last year, and a lot of statements here and
in Saigon, many of them highly optimistic
and misleading. But the fact is that we are
in a war that is not only undeclared and un-
explalned, but that has not even been widely
debated in the Congress or the country.

The whole history of this century testtfies
to the difficulty of predicting the conse-
quences of war. We imposed & policy of un-
conditional surrender on the Kaiser only to
find that the two greater menaces of commu-
nism and nazism took his place. One of the
main objectives of the two World Wars was
the freedom of Eastern Europe, which ended
up with less freedom under the Communists
than it had before.

LIMITING THE WAR

Few people here question that President
Johnson wants to limit the war in Vietnam
and avoid a ground war on the continent of
Asia, but the future is not wholly in his con~ *
trol. He may be bombing merely to force
a negotiated settlement, but the Chinese and
the North Vietnamese don’t know that. In
fact, neither do the American people, whose
alrmen are carrying out the President’s
orders.
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‘Nor, for that matter, do the allies, who are
treaty bound to support us if we get into a
larger war in southeast Asia. They will un-
doubtedly support a policy of limited re-
taliation in North Vietnam if if is for the
purpose of negotlating a settlement, but they
will not support us for long unless we define
and limit our aims.

The implications of this war, then, extend
far beyond Vietnam. President Johnson's
hopes of building a strong alllance with
Japan and the other free nations of Asia
are not likely to be promoted by replaying
the old script of American planes once more
bombing Asians.

He has started on a massive program of
reconstruction and development at home, but
he can forget about his Great Soclety if he
gets bogged down In a major land war In
Agia on territory favorable to the enemy.
Freedom expands in peace and authoritarian
government In war, and this is precisely the
danger now, for the Communists have the
manpower to cause us an almost unmanage-
able situation not only in Vietnam but in
Korea, and force us into a war that could
divert our energles from the larger construc-
tive purposes of the Nation.

In this situation it is difficult to under-
stand why the problem is not discussed more
openly by the President, why the terms of
an honorable settlement are not defined, and
why the negotlating efforts of the Secretary
General of the United Nations and other
world statesmen are so blithely brushed
aside.

It is true that the instability, weakness
and sensitivitiea of the South Vietnamese
Government have to be kept in mind but
nobody is suggesting a sellout at their ex-
pense, The talk here is not about a Munich
agreement but a Korean agreement in which
South Vietnam, like South Korea, would be
in a better position to order its own life.

This would not be ideal, but it would be
better for the South Vietnamese and for the
United States than what we have now, and
it would be better for North Vietnam and
China than a larger war.

CHINA'S DANGER

For if this dangerous game gets out of
hand, it is not likely that China’s new
industries, including her atomlic installa-
tions at Taklamakan Desert in Central Sin-
kiang, will be spared. What her manpower
can grab beyond her borders would be worth
far less than what she would lose at home.

Somebody, however, has to make & move to
reverse the trend and stop the present
crooked course. For the moment, we seem
to be standing mute ln Washington, para-
lyzed before a great issue, and merely dig-
ging our thought deeper into the accustomed
mdilitary rut.

——

[From the Washington Post, Feb. 17, 1965]

ViErNAM PoLicy—THE MISSING INGREDIENT

{By Roscoe Drummond)

There is a missing ingredient in American
policy in Vietnam.

From everything which has been said—
and left unsald—by the White House, the
evidence is that President Johnson:

Intends to step up the retaliation enough
to persuade North Vietnam that the aggres-
sion will be too costly to continue.

Wants to avold intensifying It to the de-
gree that it will lead to all-out war.

In a word, if I read correctly Mr. John-
son’s words and actlons, they mean that the
United States alms to expand the war for a
limited purpose and to avold expanding the
war beyond that purpose,

The purpose: to bring North Vietnam to
accept a settlement thai would insure the
independence of South Vietnam, to which
Hanol pledged itself In 1864 and again In
1062.

Has this riskful and delicate operation got
any fair chance of success?

It may have, but only if the missing in-
gredient is forthecoming at the right time.

The missing Ingredient, which it seems
to me, must accompany new air thrusts
against North Vietnam, 1s a major U.8. peace
offensive, to make it clear that we seek only
an end to the aggression, that we have no
desire to Inflict unnecessary blows, that our
sole objective is a settlement mutually toler-
able to both sides—whenever Hanoi will cease
and desist. -

I am not talking about an appeasement
peace. There is no reason to believe the
White House has any such thing in mind.
But I am suggesting that, if the Johnson
aim of a controlled expansion of the fighting
as an essential persuader to Hanoi is to suc-
ceed, there must simultaneously be a peace
offensive to convince Hanol that it has a
reasonable acceptable alternative to all-out
war.

More military action by itself could well
bring unlimited expansion of the war.

A peace offensive by itself could only bring
an intolerable appeasement.

Tpgether they make sense—and could
make headway toward the President’s goal.

It 1s not likely that Ho Chi Minh and the
Vietecong would be persuaded by either war
actlon or peace action alone. The reason
is that Hanoi and Peiping have long been
convinced that the United States would not
have the will and the patlence to hang on,
that the South Vietnamese Government was
getting weaker, and that it would be foolish-—
for them—to give away at the conference
table what they felt sure they were winning
on the battlefield.

No wonder Ho Chi Minh has shown no in-
terest in negotiation. For months we have
talked stronger than we have acted. We
have warned—and done little. We have con-
ferred with ourselves—and done Httle. Now
we are beginning to act more meaningfully.

But to bring North Vietnam to the con-
ference table will take more than the few
retaliations we have lately made. It will
undoubtedly teke persistent and heavy mili-

tary pressure from the air and naval re- .

sources we have mobilized in the area. If
Ho Chi Minh is to be persuaded to accept
anybody’s Invitation to the conference table,
it will have to be made clear that the only
practical choice is between ending the war
or suffering widespread devastation.

It ig profoundly riskful to think we can
expand the war in Vietnam and conirol its
expansion at the same time., We must do
it with our eyes open. .

The only way this can be done with the
least risk is to mount a peace offensive which
would make our purpose clear and credible
to allies and enemies alike.

My assumption 18 that such plans are well
advanced within the Johnson administra-
tion and that the President is walting for
the proper time.

Mr. McGOVERN obtained the floor.

Mr. DTIRKSEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from South Dakota yield?

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield, without los-
ing my right to the floor.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I wish to say to the
distinguished Senator from Idaho that
I had hoped to address some remarks to
the Senate sometime today in response
to his address. I doubt whether, within
the compass of time and the duties still
before me, I shall have the opportunity
to do so. However, I trust that there
may be an opportunity tomorrow to re-
spond to some portions of the Senator’s
address.

Mr. CHURCH. I thank the Senator
from Illinois for his comment. I shall
look forward with interest to whatever
he may say on the subject tomorrow.

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I com-

ATE
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mend the Senator from Idaho on his
statement. I say to the distinguished
minority leader, for whatever it is worth,
that, not on the high level he occupies,
but on the very low level of my own
status here, I hope to respond yet this
evening to this very excellent discussion
of policy, with which I take some issue,
and that I shall await with eagerness the
comments of the Senator from Illinois
tomorrow, because his comments are
often of great guidance to us who indulge
in discussions of this type.

Mr. DIRKSEN. My friend from Wyo-
ming must never demean his position or
prestige, because, in my judement, he
occupies a high plateau and a place of
high confidence in these great halls. I
am always prepared to listen to him with
the greatest of circumspection and hu-
mility.

I often sit at his feet to listen, know-
ing, of course, that he has occupied high
places on a university faculty and has
given much time during his life to a
study of historic trends. So I am con-
fident that I can listen and learn.

Mr. McGEE. I thank the Senator from
Illinois for his comments. Probably I
should quit while I am shead. However,
for the Recorp, I wanted to have an un-
derstanding. Do I correctly understand
that the Senator from South Dakota in-
tends to project his thoughts, roughly
along the same line, and that it might
be to the advantage of the discussion if
I were to withhold my questions and
my comments until, perhaps, his remarks
were also a part of the REcorp?

Mr. McGOVERN. I plan to speak for
12 or 15 minutes. If the Senator from
Wyoming wishes to make his remarks
first, I shall be glad to defer to him.

Mr. McGEE. In the interest of being
orderly and talking about the same sub-
ject, so that we shall not have to switch
back and forth, as if we were watching
a tennis match, it might be better if
both speeches were in the RECORD.

Mr. CHURCH. I am advised by the
senior Senator from Missourl that he
wishes to ask a qguestion or two. Then I
shall be happy to yield the floor, unless
the Senator wishes to propound ques-
tions to the distinguished Senator from
South Dakota. :

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair has recognized the Senator from
South Dakota.

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield to the
Senator from Idaho.

Mr. CHURCH. I thank the Senator
from South Dakota.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Idaho yield for a
question?

Mr. CHURCH.
yield.

Mr, SYMINGTON. First, although it
has not been possible for me to be in the
Chamber during all of the Senator’s re-
marks, I am pleased to have had the
opportunity to read his thought-provok-
ing address. I hope that every Member
of the Senate will also read it.

The question I should like to ask is one
to which I am sure the distinguished
Senator has given much attention in con-
structing the philosophy that he has so
ably presented this evening; that is,

I shall be happy to
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sxactly what does he think we can do
'rom the standpoint of relative disen-
sagement in South Vietnam as against
maintaining the status quo or moving
more definitely to the north?

Mr. CHURCH. First, I should say
that I have not advocated withdrawal
from South Vietnam or any repudiation
of the pledges we have made to the
Saigon government. In every instance
that I have spoken on this subject, I have
tried, at least, to make it clear that this
country keeps its commitments, and that
the United States, under mounting Com-
munist pressure, ought not to withdraw
from South Vietnam.

I have also spoken up on several oc-
casions in support of the action that
President Johnson has taken in order-
ing bombings in retaliation for the in-
creased attacks upon American per-
sonnel. )

As @ prelude to the response that I
shall make to the Senator, let me again
say that I support the President in what
he has done thus far.

When the President ordered these
bombings, clearly his action was intended
to demonstrate the strength of Amer-
ican will and purpose. It was intended
to show Hanoi and Peiping that the
United States is not a paper tiger, and
that we will not be forced out of South
Vietnam - by stepped-up Communist
coerclon.

‘The necessary cortelate to this posi-
tion, it seems to me, is & willingness to
make clear to the world the conditions
for peace in southeast Asia. We should
define with clarity and precision what
our objectives are in being there. I sub-
mit, with all deference to the State De-
partment, that there has not yet been
s consistent, clear-cut definition of the
American purpose. The confusion has
been compounded by conflicting state~
ments as to our purpose.

If our objective is to immunize south-
east Asia from Chinese interest or activ-
ity, to dam off this part of the world from
what has traditionally been a sphere of
influence for China, then I say that our
goal is unrealistic and foredoomed to
failure, in the long course of events.
China is the biggest power in Asia. It
is a dominant force. China desires to
reestablish a sphere of influence in
southeast Asia like that she maintained
under the Chinese emperors.

1f we were to say that it is American
policy—if it were in fact our purpose—
to immunize southeast Asia from Chinese
influence, this is a policy which will not
succeed. It runs contrary to the physi-
cal power relationships in Asia. It would

be as though the Chinese were to say to -~

us, “Quit trying to assert a dominant
American interest in Mexico.,” I do not
believe this is the policy. Rather, our
purpose in Asia, is the containment of
China. We went back to Western Eu-
rope to prevent further Russian expan-
sion. Our presence In Asia is related to
the containment of Peiping. ’
Now, the best way to contain the power
of Peiping is to ring China with inde-
pendent, stable governments. I do not
think that, in the long run, we shall be

. .No,81—14

able to determine what the character of
these governments will be.. I do not be-
lieve that this matters so much as the
independence of those governments.
Therefore, I should think that it would

be in the interest of the United States

to begin to do in Asia what we have long
been doing in Europe—recognizing that
the satellite countries are restless, that
they are not all alike, not dominated by
the Kremlin to the same degree. We
are watching each one working its way
out from under the Kremlin’s grip, rec-
ognizing that Tito’s Yugoslavia s, in
fact, largely independent from the direc-
tion and control of Russia.

1 cannot see why, in the face of what
has happened to the Communist satel-
lites in Europe, the same experience will
not also occur in Asia. Therefore, I
should like, in answer to the question of
the senior Senator from Missouri, to
state that the struggle in southeast Asia
is one which eventually must find & polit-
ical, rather than a military, settlement.

In a widened military involvement, we
can lose many men. We lost 157,000,
dead and wounded, in Korea. The fight-
ing cost us $18 billion. But, in the end,
we had to go to the conference table.
There had to be a political settlement.
So it is with southeast Asia.

So, I should hope that our Government
would make clear that a peaceful settle-
ment is our objective in southeast Asia;
that we are willing to consider—either
through the intervention of the United
Nations, or through another Geneva
Conference—the prospects for a political
solution in southeast Asia which would
neutralize the area and provide for the
orderly withdrawal of all foreign troops.
We could guarantee the integrity of that
neutrality with the full strength of
American might. This would be using
American military power in a way that
could be effective, as a deterrent to Chi-
nese encroachment upon her neighbors.

I submit that our presen{ policy, on
the scoreboard, is not one to give us
reassurance, for Chinese hegemony grows
in southeast Asia every day.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CHURCH. Iyield.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I appreciate the
lucid presentation of the senior Senator
from Idaho on the subject. I mentioned
before that I think he has made a mag-
nificent address.

T am locking for some practical ap-
plications of his concept. For example,
I would like to see more trade and less
aid as an American policy. I mentioned
earlier today that when I asked the for-
mer Secretary of Commerce, Mr.
Hodges, and the present Secretary of the
Treasury, Mr. Dillon, if they knew of
any highly developed country in the free
world, that was not doing its best to get
as much trade as possible from behind
the Iron Curtain, both in exports to those
countries and imports from them. They
both said no, that our country was the
only country that, for ideological or any
other reasons, was not trying to improve
its trade position.

I also mentioned that I felt trade was

I
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perhaps the best way in which to obtain
a better understanding between nations,
and the normal relationship between
businessmen who are looking forward to’
an arrangement that both sides consider
satisfactory.

Tt is a little ridiculous for us to keep
nearly a million military people, counting
their dependents, living in Germany, as
we have for so many years. We should,
in the interest of our balance-of-pay-
ments problem, withdraw a large number
of those people. ‘I am confident that
would not affect anything from the
standpoint of our commitments.

But what T would l'ke to ask my able
friend from Idaho is, What does he think
would be the best specific course that we
could take at this time in South Viet-
nam? If I have any disagreement with
him, it is over the statement that the
President should emphasize his desire
for peace. I am sure the Senator agrees
that the President has emphasized his
desire for peace in that part of the world,
as well as all other parts of the world.

Mr. CHURCH. The Senator is cor-
rect. My point is that we should ac-
company the stepped-up military moves
with a peace Initiative, making clear
what we regard the essential prerequi-
sites to be for an acceptable political
settlement that will bring peace to
southeast Asia and provide for an inde-
pendent and unalined Vietnam.

The Senator knows it is not possible
for any Member of the Senate to specify
the exact form that our proposal might
take or what we might finally agree to
at the conference table.

Mr. SYMINGTON. The question I
wish to ask the distinguished Senator is
what bargaining table he has in mind,
and where.

Mr. CHURCH. I cite the fact that we
went to Geneva over Laos. We had
spent $325 million to build a Laotian
army that refused to fight. The war in
T.aos was going against us. In another
60 days, the country would have fallen
into the lap of the Communists. Presi-
dent Kennedy tock us to the Geneva
conference table. Today, there is no
one, including our Ambassador in Saigon,
who does not say that the situation in

- Laos, after the neutralization worked out

at the Geneva conference table, is better
than it was before. This Is an indica-
tion of what can be done through nego-
tiations.

Mr. SYMINGTON. The only reason I
am asking the question is that I am very
much impressed with the statement of
my friend and colleague on the Foreign
Relations Committee. Would the Sena-
tor think of starting with a conference
at Geneva; and if so, who should be at
the bargaining table?

Mr. CHURCH. These are matters
which should be left to the President,
of necessity. We entered negotiations
over Laos at the point of failure, when
continuation of the war would have
meant a Commurist seizure of the coun-
try. We may be in a somewhat similar
situation in South Vietnam. But I
would have the President indicate what
the prerequisites might be for going to
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the bargaining table. I am not in a
position to specify these conditions on
the Senate floor, which only the Presi-
dent and the.Secretary of State couid
properly undertake to:do, but I am sure
they would do it in a manner safe-
guarding American interests.

We have had several opportunities.
Mr. U Thant has urged using the good

- offices of the United Nations in seeking
a solution of the Vietnam issue. Presi-
dent de Gaulle has made suggestions.
I am sure other opportunities will arise,
because neither side can win a clean
victory in southeast Asia, and neither
side really wants war. Xorea was a les-
son for all. There was no victory for
us in Korea. Neither would there be
from widening the war in southeast Asia,
In & situation where both sides stand to
lose so much in a war which neither
wants, it seems to me the opportunity
is ripe to reach a political settlement,
to use the olive branch of the Presi-
dential Seal, even as we use the arrows,

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the Sena-
tor for his kindness in listening to my
questions.

Mr. CHURCH.
for asking them.
" Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield on that point?

Mr. CHURCH. I yield.

Mr. McGEE. First, I would make a
matter of public record the fact that the
Senator from Idaho and I leayned many
of these lessons together, side by side,
in the countries that seem to be having
so much trouble.

Mr. CHURCH. In connection with an
article of mine that was published ifi
the New York Times Magazine on Sun-
day, there is a picture in which the Sena-
tor from Wyoming appears with the
Senator from Idaho, taken in Vietnam.
I do not want that picture to implicate
the Senator from Wyoming in the article
or in the views I am expressing this af-
ternoon.

Mr. McGEE. Basically, it comes as a
matter of compliment to the Senator
from Wyoming in view of the high level
of the remarks submitted by the Senator
from Idaho. Our experiences together
in Africa, Asla, and Saigon in particular,
have deeply affected the thinking of both
of us,

The real point of my interruption is to
address myself to the excellent state-
ment the Senator has made in regard
to why we are in Vietnam. Why are we
there as compared to the situation in
‘Western Europe, when, after the war, we
Jwere all eager to go home? We were de-
termined to contain the Russians. We
had the courage to prevent the Russians
from moving ahead. The Senator
pointed out that there is a difference be-
tween Vietnam and Western Europe, the
difference being in the sophistication of
the people. Those people are capable of
a correct assessment of the situation.
But what I think he suggests is that
when the chips were down In Western
Europe, we did not say: “This is a matter
of interest to us. We are ready to fiight,
but let us sit down and talk about it.”
Instead, we served notice on Moscow
that starting in Western Europe, with
West Germany and in Berlin, we were

I thank the Senator
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ready to fight now if the Russians in-
tended to try to move into those areas.
We made it unalterably clear that that
was our position. The consequence was
that the Russians backed off.

Two years earlier, we did the same
thing in Greece where, it is true, the
Government did not have the support of
the people. For the most part, Greece
was in the throes of a civil war, on a
considerably higher level than the one
now going on in Vietnam, but civil war,
nonetheless.

The question that took first priority
was the encroachment from the north
of Communist forces across the border.
We had to back not the good guys but
the bad guys in Greece—to put it simply
in the vernacular. We did not back the
people. We backed the monarchy: we
backed those who happened to be in the
driver’s seat at that moment. We took
a chance on Greece raising its level of
economy and in improving the quality
of its own government. It was a case
of putting first things first. As a result
of the strong position which we made
clear was ours in Greece, the Russians
backed off.

I submit that the analogy is now
valid in Vietnam. It has been valid all
along. It was valid when we went in,
immediately after 1954. To complete
the point in Vietnam, what worked
under the Communist pressure from
Moscow in 1946, 1947, and 1948, has to
work in different terms, but still work
now—that is we must make it clear
that in Vietnam, much as we would like
to sec a different government and even
a democratic government for them, the
first thing we insist upon is that there
be no additional encroachment by forces
from the north.

I believe that the moment we try to lop
the whole area iInto the category of a
discussion, we then are daring to negoti-
ate the status of the line that really was
a sacred line in Germany, in Berlin, and
in Greece.

There should be the same sacred line
in Vietnam. Even though we went to
the conference table, after the fighting
in Korea, we drew a line that was con-
sistent with our purpose—respecting the
agreement that had already been
reached there; and we stabilized the
picture even though it involved the
bresence of American troops. But a di-
vided Korea, two Berlins, two Germanys,
two Chinas, and two Vietnams seem to
be our starting place, and not our negoti-
able area.

For that reason, I suggest that the
Senator’s wise drawing of the issue in
Europe and in stopping Russian com-
munism pertains equally in the drawing
of the line in southeast Asia.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, in re-
sponse to the very able statement of
the Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
McGeel, let me say, first of all, that
I fear it illustrates the danger of argu-
ment by analogies which really are not
based upon the same underlying facts.

It also tends to point up the need for
a more precise definition of American
objectives in southeast Asia.

I say with all deference to the Sena-
tor from Wyoming that I have the same
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trouble with his statement that I have
with statements made by the State De-
partment on the situation in southeast
Asia. There were very good reasons for
the success of our containment policy
in Europe. I believe it is important to
draw a sharp distinction between Europe
and southeast Asia, and not to paint the
bicture in broad-brush strokes, as
though there were no difference betweer
Western Europe and Russian expan-
sionism after World War II, and the
kind of problem we are.facing in the
jungles of Vietnam today.

I suggest that the difference is as great
as that between Western Europe and
southeast Asia in terms of the people.
of values, of governmental systems, and
of outlook. Therefore, to say that this
is all one big problem, and that the
same policy of containment that worked
15 years ago in Europe is going to work
in southeast Asia today is, to me, a
fundamental error.

The reason why our policy has failed
to produce the desired results in so many
parts of Asia and Africa is that there is
so different an attitude In Africa and
Asia toward the Western World.

These continents have just emerged
from centurles of colonial bondage. I
served in Burma, in India, and in China
during the war. The only common link
among the people I encountered was their
great resentment of the white man. ‘

These factors, which count for so much
in Asla, were not present in Europe.
There, we Americans were, more or less,
of the same family. We were part of the
same mainspring of Western civilization.
We had cultural values, economie and
political systems sufficiently alike, so that
we shared a common repugnance to com-
munism. I do not belleve it follows that
Africans or Asians feel the same way, or
see communism in the same light that we
do. I believe that these factors are so
fundamental that they must be taken
into account if an intelligent American
policy is to be formulated for so different
& part of the world.

The Senator states that we must draw
the line in South Vietnam the way the
line was drawn in Europe. I say thatif I
had a better idea of exactly what our ob-
Jective is in southeast Asia, I would have
a better basis for evaluating our policy.
So would the Senator from Wyoming
[Mr. McGEeE], so would the Senator from
South Dakota [Mr. McGovern], and so
would the people of the United States
who will have to fight, should it come to
that.

I suggest that in Vietnam we are con-
fronted with a different kind of problem.
Everyone who writes about it, agrees to
this.

At the moment, the Chinese are not
there. They have not come down with
their armies. They have not dropped
the Bamboo Curtain on southeast Asia
and backed it up with Chinese divisions.
The war in Vietnam has been between
North Vietnam and South Vietnam, to
determine whether the country will be

reunited, and under what kind of gov-

ernment. Thus far, most of the com-
batants have been South Vietnamese,
The pro-Communist South Vietnamese,
called the Vieteong, and the anti-Com-
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munist South Vietnamese, rallied—if
‘that is not too strong a word—around
whatever government is sitting in Saigon.
It has been essentially a civil war, even
though aided and abetted from the north.
What north are we talking about?
. We are talking about Hanoi. The most
significant help Peiping has given, thus
far, is some Mig fighters, sent down re-
‘cently. Most of the Chinese participa-
tion, so far, has been verbal service to
the cause. There has been some instruc-
tion on the art of guerrilla warfare, but
the Chinese are not there in any physical
sense, certainly nof to the same degree
that we are there in a physical sense.
This is essentially a war among the Viet-
namese. ' ’ ’

T submit to the Sénator from Wyoming
that the Chinese doubtlessly desire the
communization of Vietnam, but the
method is insurrection, and the people
involved in that subversive effort are
Vietnamese, T :

If we believe that a white Western na-
tion can Intervene and take over this
kind of war, convert it into an American
war, and then settle it in any durable
way, I simply disagree.

There are limits to what we can do in
- gssisting a country which is gripped in

insurrection involving brother against
brother. = A

Since there are limitations, let us rec-
ognize them. Let us define our goals,
Let us decide what we are really out to
do. Then let us see if that can be done
through the processes of negotiation.

I have tried to make it clear that, in
gaining this objective, American power
must be brought to bear. I have en-
dorsed what the President has done in
his use of American power. I believe a
‘widening war may he averted through
the judicious use of power, and with a
policy that clearly undertakes to mark
the course to the bargaining table, where
we can ascertain whether or not our ob-
jectives can be attained. ;

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield further? i ) .

Mr. CHURCH, _Iyield. ’

Mr. McGEE. The Senator from Idaho
ts. so-eloguent and well informed on this
question that I am reluctant even to
press the matter further. T believe he
makes an excellent point when he says
that communism in Asia and in Africa is
a far different thing to these people than
it was to the residents of Western Eu-
rope. I believe we would all get closer to
the nub of the real problem that faces us

_now in Asia if we would not talk so much
about communism and talk more about
power politics. ‘

"Mr. CHURCH.
Senator. o

.Mr. McGEE. Herein we find the ex-
planations not only for the American
presence,
epitomize the American past.

In the wake of World War II, if I may
submit the historical parallel, the nations
of the world fell into the throes of the
same historic conflict that followed in
the wake of nearly every one of the great
wars of history, and that is to put back
together again the pieces and to recorni-

=mtitute some kind of accepted balance of
*. power as mans’ only substitute for con-
tinuing war up to this time.

1 agree with the

but the goal that should
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World War IT was especially harsh on
the conventional balance of power. Not
only had three nations gone down to de-~
feat: namely, Italy, Germany, Japan,
but even two of the victorious powers
were so strapped by the war that they
could not continue their historic rela-
tionships. I speak, of course, of our al-
lies, France and England. . -

Nonetheless it behooves us to do what
we can, as one of the allies, one of the
victors, to try to reconstitute a balance
that will be as favorable to our common
cause as possible. That is what has been
taking place since 1945. That is what
happened in Berlin, in West Germany, in
Greece, and around the globe, to such

.an extent that it is possible to draw a

firm line all the way from Finland, down
across Eastern Europe, across Greece and
Turkey, Iraq and Iran, Pakistan and
India, all the way to the China Sea, ex-
cept for the embarrassing fluid gap that
still exists. Neither side has been able
to firm up conditions in southeast Asia.

What I am saying to the Senator is not
that I disagree with the imperativeness
of negotiation; but I believe in negotia-
tion at the right time, and that now is
not that time.

“We must close the last remaining gap.
Although conditions in Vietnam are en-
tirely different in many ways than they
were in Europe or than they are in Latin
America or anywhere else, the one thing
that is present that was present in
Europe and is present in the other areas
around the fringe of either Soviet im-

perialistic design or of the Chinese is-

sheer political calculation.

Tt should have been spelled out before
this time, for in my judgment, if we,
through a policy of hesitation, or a policy
of premature negotiation, make it pos-
sible for the Chinese, as a case in point,
to move into southeast Asia, however
surreptitiously, we jeopardize the politi-
cal balance in the world.

That empire in southeast Asia is the
last large resource area outside the con-

trol of any one of the major powers on

the globe.” In the hands of one it be-
comes a power calculation that can up-
set the balance in the world.

Before we can talk or negotiate, we
must make certain that there is no equiv-
ocation about where we stand and about
where we have drawn the line.

President Kennedy said that we can
always negotiate freely, but we must not
negotiate freedom.

I believe this must be the issue laid
down on the firming of the line on this
the last segment of a power vacuum In
the world. Then we shall be in a posi-
tion to start talking about the kind of
world we want.

Mr. CHURCH. Inresponse to——

Mr. McGEE. May I finish? As we
draw that line, we are only completing
the sequence of the policy bases and the
power commitments for the benefit of a
balance in the world that was begun back
in 1946. T believe the price we have al-
ready paid for this opportunity ought to
give us pause about slowing down until
we have fully reconstituted the balance
in the world.

I believe that the condition of the
Vietnamese people, and the direction in
which their future may be going, are
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at this stage secondary, not primary. I
believe that is where we become con-
fused. We must keep first things first,
as we did in Greece in the civil war there.

Mr. CHURCH. The Senator intends
to speak later in further extension of
his thoughts. I merely wish to restate
briefly what I have said. I understand
the Senator from South Dakota [Mr.
McGoverN] has been waiting patiently
to make his speech; and other Senators
may wish to speak also.

China is not now in Vietnam—either
in North Vietngm or in South Vietnam.
We are now demonstrating the strength
of the American position in southeast
Asia stemming from our domination of
the air and the sea. .Therefore, I do
not believe that we would negotiate from
weakness.

The danger of using our military
strength alone and extending the bomb-
ing northward, unaccompanied by any
preferred recourse to the bargaining
table, can lead only to a worsening
situation. )

Once the bombing goes further north,
the danger increase. that North Vietnam
must respond; and the only means she
has is on the ground. Saigon is obviously
too weak to withstand such further
pressures. So the demand will follow
for American ground troops. The last
time we had 8 similar experience, this
led to Chinese involvement. We can go
down that road again, with all the at-
tendant pain, cost, and tragedy. But,
in the end, we shall come back to the
conference table, as we did in Kores,
with China as well as North Vietnam to
contend with; and large parts of south-
east Asia in Chinese occupation.

That kind of situation would not auger
well for a satisfactory settlement. I
disagree with the Senator from Wyoming
when he, says that we should wait until
some time later, until after the military
situation has changed. It seems to me
that, given a spreading war, the military
situation will only worsen. So, I think
we should combine our military effort
in South Vietnam with an indicated will-
ingness to negotiate.

Since I have kept the Senator from
South Dakota waiting, which has not
been fair to him, I should like to yield

. to him now so that he can deliver his

speech. Then I shall be happy to re-
main to discuss these questions further
with the Senator from Wyoming after
the Senator from South Dakota has con-
cluded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from South Dakota is recog-
nized.

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from South Dakota yield to me
for 1 minute?

Mr. McCGOVERN. Iam happy to yield
to the Senator from Wyoming.

Mr, McGEE. The Senator from Idaho
has given a great deal of thought to the
subject, as I have also. I shall have
some additional suggestions to make for
discussion purposes which I believe will
meet the kind of objections that he has
raised, or answer the serious questions
that he has posed and which bother him
at the present time. I wish only to ex-
press the hope that no one will leave out
of any calculation the idea what we are
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talking about is Hanoi, and that the
Chinese mainland and Government are
not specifically involved. We know that
China has not joined its armies with the
Vietcong yet. ‘

Mr. CHURCH. China is indeed the
reason for our presence in southeast
Asia. I have expressed doubts as to
whether our policy is properly directed
toward the effective containment of
Peiping. The Chinese involvement in
southeast Asia could become a great deal
worse than it is today. )

I yield to the Senator, from Wyoming.

Mr., McGEE. I thank the Senator
from South Ddkota for his indulgence.

Mr. McGOVERN. It hasbeen g great
educational experience on the part of
the Senator from South Dakota. Before
I begin my remarks, I should like to vield
briefly to the Senator from Wisconsin.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I com-
mend the Senator from Idaho for an ex-
ceptionally fine speech. This is a most
thoughtful presentation by a practical,
hardheaded internationalist. The Sen-
ator from Idaho vigorously supports our
bosition in the world as the defender of
freedom. He speaks as ong who seeks
to strengthen our role and improve our
position in international affairs.

His words are a refreshing and
thoughtful contribution to the dialog
on our role in Vietnam.

I shall not attempt to elaborate on
the thoughts expressed by him. He cov-
ered that ground thoroughly enough.
However, one aspect of this continuing
and ever-changing dialog on our role in
Vietnam is worthy of attention. That
aspect is: What is the conception of our
presence in South Vietnam? and, should
we change it? :

‘Increasingly, in recent months, we
have heard the voices of many who
seem to have the view that the war there
isin faet our war and that we should and
must make the necessary investment of
men and material to win at whatever the
cost.

If that is our mission there, as some
seem to believe, the rules of the game
have been rather dramatically changed.
I do not think our mission has been
changed and I do not think it should be.

From the very beginning of our in-
volvement it has been clear that our
mission is a very limited one. Three
Presidents have clearly stated the propo-
sition that our role is simply to give aid
and technical advice with the objective
of helping establish an independent,
viable regime that is capable of manag-
ing its own affairs.

On October 23, 1954, when President
Eisenhower first offered aid to Vietnam,
he stated:

The purpose of this offer is to assist the
Government of Vietham in developing and
maintalning a strong, viable state, capable
of resisting attempted.subversion or aggres-
sion through military means. The Govern-
ment of the United States expects that this
ald will be met by performance on the part
of the Government of Vietnam in undertak-
ing needed reforms.

On September 2, 1963, President Kén-
nedy reaffirmed this policy:

I don’t think that unless a greater effort
1s made by the Government to win popular
support that the war can be won out there.
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In the final analysis, it is their war. They are
the ones who have to win it or lose it. We
can help them, we can give them equipment,
we can sehd our men out there as advisers,
but they have to win it—the people of Viet-
nam—against the Communists. We are pre-
pared to continue to assist them, but I don’t
think that the war can be won unless the
People support the effort.

And on August 12, 1965, President
Johnson described the primary pattern
of our effort over the last 10 years:

First, that the South Vietnamese have the
basic responsibility for the defense of their
own freedom.

When we first agreed to help South
Vietnam, French armies had just suf-
fered a disastrous defeat at Dienbienphu.
After spending an estimated $8.5 billion,
after committing more than 400,000 first.
rate soldiers, and after suffering 240,000
casualties, the French learned it is al-
most impossible to win & jungle war in
Asla, except at incredible cost. As the
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FULBRIGHT],
chairman of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, recently told the Senate, most
responsible American officials realize
that “it would be very unwise under any
circumstances to put a large land army
on the Aslan Continent.”

Our national policy has been to help
with advice and material, but not to sub-
stibute our forces for those of the South
Vietnamese Government, nor to join
with them in a land war, nor to fight
their war for them. Our military per-
sonnel in Vietnam number only 24,000.

Based on our experience of 10 years in
Vietnam it clearly would be folly to ex-
pand our mission or the original coneept
of our involvement. When we became
engaged there in 1954 I do not think any-
one expected we would still be there in
1965. Certainly we do not intend to stay
there until 1875. At some stage we must
make a decision on whether it is possible
to achieve our origirial objective. The
accumulated evidenée indicates we can-
not. If thisis correct it is in our national
self-interest to seek ways and means of
negotiating a constructive settlement.
The President, of course, is in the best
position to make the necessary tactical
judgments to accomplish this end.

Whatever the final result in South
Vietnam I think it is a necessary part of
the educational process for us as Ameri-
cans to recognize that in our relatively
new role as leader of the free world we
will be continually engaged in difficult
risks and gambles in remote spots all
over the globe. We will in the future as
we have in the past take many risks in
which the chances of success are much
less than 50-50. The fact that we gamble
in behalf of freedom some place and lose
does not mean we should not have tried,
If we never take any risks for fear of
losing, we will never lose anything except
our leadership of the free world,

Mr. President, I have in my hand a very
thoughtful editorial published in the Mil-
waukee Journal. I ask unanimous con-
sent that it be printed in the Recorn.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

NEGOTIATE Now IN VIETNAM

There is no future in what has been hap-

pening the last few days in Vietnam except
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the wider war that has been American policy
and Interest to avold. As we retaliate
agalnst stronger Vietcong activity in South
Vietnam with heavier and deeper aerial at-
tacks upon North Vietnam, we extend an
eéver more pressing invitation for the Chin-
ese Communists to intervene foreibly. To
say that they will not do 50 is to forget that
this country made just such a misjudg-
ment in Korea.

The problem is not that we couldn't win
a war against China. We have the power to
do it. But for what purpose? It would
involve us massively in a remote area of
the world where our national interest and
security ‘are not involved in any paramoun?
degree. It would risk the danger of nuclear
war—for the Soviet Union, whatever its dif-
ferences with China, could not long stand by
without at least material aid to the Com-
munist side.

The dangers are too great and the goals
too unimportant for us to push on into full
scale war. It is not as if we had allies of
strong will and determination. at our side.
The South Vietnamese as a whole do not
have their hearts in this enterprise. Qur
European allles do not believe that we be-
long in southeast Asia.

We ‘are like a musclebound glant being
besieged by gnats. We have overwhelming
power but no way or reason to use it. The
war is really a grueling ground action in the
Jjungles and rice paddies.

Henry Cabot Lodge, former Ambassador to
Vietnam, argues -that retaliation against
North Vietnam is proper when we are at-
tacked but it cannot win the war. He thinks
it is impossible to seal the borders of South
Vietnam. He told U.S. News & World Re-
port that “even if you had a 100-percent
score in bombing supply lines I still don't
think you could win this struggle in South
Vietnam by just doing that.”

Where do we go from here? Logically to
a negotiated settlement. Lodge sees little
Possibility of this, but this country certainly
should not be reluctant to say that it is
ready to seek a settlement at the conference
table. Nothing could be lost by recalling
the Geneva pact powers for negotiation.
President de Gaulle is right when he says
that southeast Asla should be a neutral zone
and that steps should be taken now to that
end.

Certainly Russia wants no war. In all
probability China doesn't, and North Viet-
nam certainly doesn’t want Chinese soldiers
In its territory. A negotiated peace is vital.
It is the only alternative now to expanding
war. And peace must remain our goal.

Mr. NELSON. I thank the Senator
from South Dakota.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, the
Senate and the entire Nation is indebted
to the Senator from Idaho [Mr. CHURCH]
for the high level foreign policy debate
that he has introduced in the Senate to-
day. The Senate has a constitutional
responsibility for the conduct of foreign
policy and in a dialog with the Presi-
dent of the United States. We violate
not only our constitutional responsibil-
ity; but, beyond that, we jeopardize the
national interest when we remain silent
at a time of great significance to the
Nation in terms of our relations with
other countries.

I cannot think of any time in recent
years when we have been confronted
with more crucial changes in the field of
foreign policy than we are at this very
hour. The greatest disservice Senators
could render to the President of the
United States and to the country as .~
whole would be to remain silent at a time-
when we have an especially urgent re~ °©
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sponsibility to share our views and our
convictions on important issues that
might affect the future of our country
and the peace of the world. So every
citizen of our country is indebted to the
Senator from Idaho, & thoughtful and
realistic member of the Committee on
Foreign Relations, for giving us the ben-
efit of his views today on important sub-
jects affecting not only the continents
of Africa and Asia, but also our own
security. I commend him for that, and
for many other helpful initiatives that
he has taken in the field of foreign
policy. .

I say the same thing to the Senator
from Wyoming, who has helped to con-
duct the debate and the dialog today
in a constructive manner. We all look
forward to his further remarks, as well
as to the dissenting views that have been
promised by the distinguished minority
leader, the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
DirxseN], tomorrow. These differences
of opinion and their expression on the
floor of the Senate are helpful not only
in clarifying our own views, but also In
broadening the area of operations of our
President at this very difficult time.

I wish to make it very clear that my
position with regard to negotiation in
South Vietnam is exactly the same, as I
understand it, as the position of the Sen-
ator from Idaho. It has been interesting
that this week the American people have
fndicated in a Gallup poll that by a mar-
gin of more than 60 percent they support
the retallatory air strikes ordered by the
President. But those same people, less
than 3 weeks ago, indicated by an amaz-
ing percentage of 81 percent that they
also favor an initiative by the President
of the United States in arranging a con-
ference of southeast Asia, China, and
other Interested powers to see if some
kind of a peace settlement can be worked
out. Both those views reflect my own
thinking, and they are not contradictory.
It is perfectly possible to uphold the Pres-
{dent’s hand at a time when he is order-
ing selective air strikes in retaliation
against attacks upon American forces,
and at the same time to urge our Presi~
dent to use that high office in arranging
a conference in which the possibilities of
negotiation can be explored.

It is on that basis that I should like to
take my stand today, as I did on the Sen-
ate floor a month ago and at the time of
the Gulf of Tonkin crisis last summer.
Ohviously, there is nothing contradictory
about favoring decisive military action in
Vietnam today at the same time that we
hold open the door and in fact seek ini-
tiatives to bring about a conference to
explore the possibilities of negotiation.

As the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
CuurcH] said, we cannot run out unilat-
erally on our commitment to the govern-
ment of Saigon, to which we have
pledged our continued support in that
area, I could not agree with certain
proposals that have been made, that we
imerely withdraw with nho notice to the
"governmént of Saigon or to our allies.
These are matters that have to be ne-
gotiated and discussed not only with the
government of Salgon, but with other
great powers that have an interest in this
part of the world, and, of course, that
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includes the government of mainland
China, .

In the Gallup poll of January 31, the
people were asked:

Do you favor efforts by President Johnson
to arrange a conference with leaders of
southeast Asia, including China, to see if &
peace agreement can be worked out?

It is interesting to me to observe that
81 percent of the American people said
that that was what they favored. Eleven
percent dissented. Eight percent had no
opinion. I cannot recall any controver-
sial forelgn policy in recent years in
which 81 percent of the people lined up
on either side.

Public opinion expression ought to be
considered carefully by our policymakers
in the State Department and elsewhere
throughout the Government.

President Johnson has consistently
acted with restraint in Vietnam. He
ordered retaliatory air strikes against
North Vietham only after careful con-
sideration of all the factors involved in
this complex crisls. The American peo-
ple have demonstrated their support of
the President’s action.

But doubtless no one recognizes more
clearly than the President that bombing
attacks in the north will not solve the
guerrilla struggle in the south. I hope
that such tactics are aimed at increasing
pressure on the North Vietnam Govern-
ment and perhaps on the Chinese for
negotiation rather than following the
false hope that military vietory is pos-
sible for either side.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, will the ™

Senator yield? '

Mr. McGOVERN. I am happy to
yield,

Mr. CHURCH. I commend the Sen-
ator from South Dakota for the state-
ment he is making. I associate myself
with the remarks he has made with
respect to the restraint that the President
has shown in dealing with this danger-
ous, vexatious problem. All of us know
that the problem has been long in the
making. All of us understand the diffi-
culty of the President’s situation. But I
am confident that the President is earn-
estly attempting to avoid a widenhing war
in Asia. He remembers, as we all do, the
experience in Korea. He remembers the
statement of Gen., Douglas MacAr-
thur afterward, warning against the end-
less attrition of sending American troops
into battle on the Asian mainland.
Therefore, I believe the President is en-

deavoring to find a way to reach a satis-

factory settlement in southeast Asia that
will not lead us into another Korean war.

I wish to be associated with the re-
marks the Senator has made with respect
to the prudent restraint the President has
attempted to use as he deals with this
difficult problem. >

Mr. MCGOVERN, Ithank the Senator
from Idaho for his comments.

This is the kind of struggle that is not
affected much, if at all, by bombings a
thousand miles away from the fighting.
The guerrillas are largely equipped with
American equipment that has been cap-
tured from the South Vietnamese, whom
we have equipped. .The guerrillas have
demonstrated that they are capable of
living off the countryside, with little out-
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side support. ‘The guerrilla strength is
strongest a thousand miles away from
the North Vietnam border. If the guer-
rillas do not always enjoy the cooperation
of the general populace in South Viet-
nam, neither do they seem to encounter
much grassroots resistance.

This is basically a political fight, as
the Senator from Idaho has said, that in
the long run will have to be settled by the
Vietnamese people rather than by out-
siders. .

Unfortunately, our deepening mili-
tary involvement in Vietnam, however
well meaning—and our intentions were
good when we became involved in this
struggle some 11 years ago—has drawn
to us much of the resentment which the
Vietnamese developed over the years
against France, Japan, and other inter-
vening powers.. Our military embrace
of the South Vietnam rulers may actu-
ally have opened the way for Commu-
nist gains in southeast Asia and de-
layed the development of responsible
government.

So however unfair it may seem to us,
many of the same political factors that
brought the French forces into disre-
pute and eventual defeat in southeast
Asia are now operating against us.
Those factors could not be controlled in
the 1950’s, even by an enormous invest-
ment of French military power, including
400,000 French soldiers.

The late beloved President Kennedy
has been quoted several times on the
floor of the Senate this afternoon. It
is interesting, but perhaps somewhat
ironical, that on April 6, 1954—almost 11
years ago—the then junior Senator from
Massachusetts, John F. Kennedy, took
the floor of the Senate, at a time when
the French had been fighting in the same
area for some 8 years, and said:

But to pour money, materiel, and men into
the jungles of Indochina without at least a
remote prospect of victory would be danger-
ously futile and self-destructive. Of course,
all discussion of “united action” assumes the
inevitability of such victory, but such as-
sumptions are not unlike similar predic-
tions of confidence which have lulled the
American people for many years and which,
if continued, would present an Improper
basis for determining the extent of American
participation. ‘

Then then Senator Kennedy con-
tinued: o

Moreover, without political Independence
for the associated states— .

Meaning the states of Indochina—
the other Asian nations have made it clear
that they regard this as & war of colonialism
and the “united action” which is said to be
so desperately needed for victory in that
area Is likely to end up as unilateral action
by our own country.

That is exactly what has happened.
We are getting precious little help from
any other country in the long, expensive,
bloody struggle in southeast Asia.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, will the
Senator from South Dakota yield?

Mr. McGOVERN. Iam happy to yield.

Mr. CHURCH. It would be well to
contrast the situation that existed at
the time of the Korean trouble with
the nature of our involvement in South
Vietnam today. In Korea, the invasion
of the south by the north constituted
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a clear violation of the peace system that
the United Nations was established to
maintain. The United Nations re-
sponded. The United States undertook
to defend South Korea in the name of
the United Nations, with the full sup-
port of world .opinion and, indeed, with
token forces contributed by a number of
other nations. ‘

True, the physical burden was largely
ours; but the action was carried under
the aegis of the world community. To-
day, owing to the different character of
the war in South Vietnam, the world
community does not look upon it as we
do. Otherwise, we would probably be in
South Vietnam today under the flag of
the United Nations, with the active col-
laboration and support of other coun-
tries, and with the full approbation of
world opinion.

The very difference in the situation
bears out the position taken by the Sen-
ator from South Dakota in the excellent
address that he is making on the floor of
the Senate today.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, the
point of the Senator with reference to
the Korean conflict and the contrast
there is well taken. There is one fur-
ther contrast to which he alluded in his
remarks today. That is that whereas in
Korea we had the support of our UN.
colleagues for our military involvement
in this instance not only is such support
absent, but we also have the leading of-
ficer of the United Nations, Secretary
Greneral U.. Thant, urging the two sides
of the Vietnamese conflict to get to-
gether and try to work out some kind of
negotiated settlement.

There is one other lesson that we
should remember about the Korean con-
flict., There are those who are willing

to risk escalation on the theory that any

amount of acceleration of the war on our
part presents us with no real danger as
far as Red China is concerned. These
Individuals glibly predict that a show of
force on our part presents us with no
threat of increasing Chinese involve-
ment. They predict that somehow the
Chinese will wander away if we just com-
mit enough military power.

The lesson of Korea is that, if pushed
far enough, we can indeed provoke
hordes of Chinese soldiers to enter the
conflict. The Chinese soldiers swarmed
into Korea 1 million strong in 1951-52,
which is the same kind of threat that is
always present with reference to the
very dangerous situation in southeast
Asja. That is a lesson we ought not to
forget.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield further?

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield.

Mr. CHURCH. In the event that the
war should continue in Vietnam without
any recourse to the bargaining table, so
thiat both sides would have to respond in
terms of an ever higher level of mili-
tary involvement, in addition to the pros-
pect of amassive Chinese movement into
southeast Asia, do we not also need to
consider the increasing likelihood that
China and the Soviet Union, under the
pressure of this mounting war, would
tend to be welded back together, so that
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the Communist world. could present a
united front against the United States?
This is a factor of enormous impor-
tance fo the future of our relationship
with the Soviet Union which needs to he
weighed carefully in the balance as we
decide how to proceed in Vietnam.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, the
Senator has touched on one of the most
fundamental questions in this whole
crisis area. It would be the saddest of
misfortunes if, at a time when the Com-
munist world appears to be in disarray
and the monolithic Communist bloc
which once confronted us has been shat-
tered, we were to provide through our
actions the vehicle that united these
very Communist governments. I can see
that very thing happening in the event
of an all-out war in southeast Asia. It
would cause our Communist rivals to
close ranks as nothing else could. Be-
yond that, we would have set back the
cause of a detente of peaceful relation-
ship of the kind that we hope has been
developing between Red China and the
Soviet Union.

I continue with two or three additional
sentences from the speech delivered by
Senator John F. Kennedy 11 years ago.
Referring to the possibility of American
intervention in southeast Asia, he said:

Such intervention, without participation
by the armed forces of the other nations of
Asia, without the support of the great masses
of the peoples of the associated states, with
increasing reluctance and discouragement
on the part of the French—and, I might add,
with hordes of Chinese Communist troops
poised just across the border in anticipation
of our unilateral entry into thelr kind of
battleground-—such intervention would be
virtually impossible in the type of military
situation which prevails.

I shall read one final statement—and
this is a most prophetic statement. It
reads:

Every year we arc given three sets of as-
surances: first, that the independence of the
associated states 1s mow complete; second,
that the independence of the assoclated
states will soon be completed under steps
now being undertaken; and, third, that
military victory for the French Union forces
in Indochina is assured, or is just around
the corner, or lies 2 years off. But the
stringent Imltations upon the status of the
associated states as soverelgn states remain;

and that the fact that military victory has~

not yet been achieved is largely the result
of these prophecies has, however, in no way
diminished the frequency of their reitera-
tion, and they have caused this Nation to
delay definite action until now the oppor-
tunity for any desirable solution may well be
past.

Mr. President, it may very well be, 11
years later, that the opportune time for
negotiations has been passed. But I do
not believe so. The difference of opin-
ion that the senior Senator from Idaho
and I have with the Senator from Wyo-
ming is that we think the time for the
United States to explore the possibility
of a negotiated settlement is now, before
the forces are out of control and before
a trend is started that might lead to
world war III,

A month after the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts delivered that speech, with
predictions of victory reverberating
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from the French, Dienbienphu took
blace. The French resistance collapsed,
and the stage was set for a forced with-
drawal of the French forces in Indochina.
How ironical it is that more than a dec-
ade Iater, the same advice that we were
giving the French in 1954 is now being
given to us by President de Gaulle—that
we cannot win a military victory, given
the political conditions that exist in
southeast Asia, that we cannot win when
there is not a responsible political force
in control in that part of the world, that
guerrilla tactics of this kind do not lend
themselves to a continued military .solu-
tion, and that what is needed is a polit-
ical settlement. Apparently the fight in
southeast Asia has swung full cycle.

It is doubtful that our continued mili-
tary involvement in the sixties will prove
to be any more successful than the mili-
tary involvement of the French was in
1954. We have already sacrificed over
300 American lives and $4 billion in the
Vietnamese war. Perhaps that would
not be too big a price to pay if we had
been able to stabilize the political and
military situation with that investment.
But the facts are that both the political
and military situations have worsened
as we have become steadily more in-
volved.

Far from losing face, I say that if we
were to take the initiative in ending the
fighting in southeast Asia now, it would
reaffirm the fundamental desire of the
American people for world peace. There
is not any thought in the minds of the
people around the world that is any more
precious than the hope for peace. There
is not any nation that would win any
more prestige and support throughout
the world than the nation that cham-
pions constructive steps in the cause of
Deace.

It is not appeasement to recognize
that the problem of southeast Asia does
not lend itself to a military solution. It
is not appeasement for the mightiest
military power in the history of the
world to recognize the limits of that
power alid-to commit it reasonably and
wisely. Postitive steps toward peace will
do more than retaliatory air strikes to
replenish the reservoir of good will which
is America’s greatest source of strength
in Asia and throughout the world.

It seems evident that neither we nor
the other side can score a decisive vic-
tory in the kind of political guerilla war
that has cursed Vietnam since the end
of World War I1.

The statement that we cannot score a
declsive victory is balanced by the state-
ment that neither can they have a deci-
sive victory., The North Vietnamese and
the Chinese have enormous land armies
capable of holding out in the jungles for
detades if they should ever be drawn on
a large scale into the conflict in south-
east Asia. U.S. milltary strength in the
Far East, on the other hand, is largely

‘haval and alr power which does not lend

itself to an Asiatic land war. We could
pulverize the great cities of China and
North Vietnam and still not end the
guerilla warfare, or encourage the estab~
lishment of effective local government.
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Although hoth sides will have to make
concessions, both will stand to gain from
& ceasefire and a negotiated settlement.
Neither continued fighting nor negotia-
tion can guarantee that governments in

~southeast Asia will be alined with the

West. But it is not our mission to play
policeman for the world. In the long
run, only the people of southeast Asia
can decide the political ideology under
which they will live.

Even if one were to admit the danger
of anti-Western governments coming to
power in some of the southeast Asia
states, it does not necessarily follow that
-those governments would be puppets of
Red China. It is more than likely, given
their historic resistance to China, that
these states would resist Chinese en-
croachment with at least as much vigor
as the states along the Soviet frontier
in eastern Europe are how resisting Rus-
sian dictation.

Neither does it follow that American

withdrawal from Vietnam means the
end of our military power in Asia.
- We hear rash predictions that the
Communist takeover of southeast Asia
means a series of domino incidents that
will push us to Hawaii or California. But
our real milltary power will remain In
our naval air units offshore.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield? .

Mr. McGOVERN. Iam happy to yield
to the Senator from Idaho.

,Mr, CHURCH. Nothing has been
said about the character of our problem
in southeast Asia that so reflects how
heat can be substituted for light than the
notion that South Vietnam is the last
stand for the United States beyond the
shores of Hawaii, or even the gates of
Seattle. If there is nothing but a vac-
uum between Saigon and Seattle, indeed
we are in a perilous situation; but I had
thought that the American Navy domi-
nated the Pacific, and I had thought
that the Pacific Ocean was a sizable moat
to protect the security interests of the
United States. We must try to view this

- situation in perspective if we are to do
our duty.

Mr. McGOVERN. It is quite evident
that the United States is and will remain
for the foreseeahle future, regardless of
what happens in Vietnam, the strongest
military power in the Pacific. We have
the power to utterly devastate Red
China, which hardly means that we
would be negotiating from a position of
weakness no matter what happens in
Vietnam. No nation really believes that

- the United States is “a paper tiger”, and
no nation will believe any such nonsense
should we try to negotiate a settlement
in southeast Asia or should the South
Vietnamese work out a settlement with
the Vietcong on their own,

Indeed, it is quite possible, even prob-
able, that we may have greater military,
political, and economic flexibility and
real power once we are free from en-
tanglement in this costly and indecisive
Involvement in the jungles of southeast
Asla, ,

Likewise, we can continue to play a
strong political role in Asia by strength-
ening our relations with such key coun-
tries as Japan, the Philippines, India,
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Pakistan, Australia, and New Zealand.
All of these countries plus the Russians
and our European allies have an interest
in joining with us to stabilize southeast
Asta—perhaps with the aid of & signifi-
cant United Nations presence.

If efforts at negotiation fail, and we
have to continue the fighting we would
have lost nothing of substance militarily,
and our political position might be
stronger. The American people are sup-
porting the President’s actions in Viet-
nam, but my mail indicates by a margin
of 15 to 1 that the people also favor
efforts on our part to negotiate a cease-
fire and a settlement in Vietnam.

I have heard one of our commentators,
sometime during the course of the day,
make the statement that the mail com-~
ing to Members of Congress on this sub-
ject is Communist-inspired. I shall not
take the time to read a long list of letters
from people in my own State, from peo-
ple who I know are good Americans, and
from other States, letters from persons
whose names are familiar to me, whose
Americanism I do not question. I re-
mind this commentator, who states that
mail favoring negotiation efforts is Com-
munist-inspired, that 81 percent of the
American public favored & conference of
the concerned nations. So it would be
questioning the intelligence of the Amer-
ican people to say that 81 percent of
them are being led around by the nose
by Communist-inspired efforts.

Mr. McGEE., Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. McGOVERN. 1 yield.

Mr. McGEE. The Senator from South
Dakota has been a leader in trying to
make clear that statements made re-
peatedly by some persons who claim that
some views which are ¢ontroversial are
Communist inspired, are not omniscient.

I know of nothing that could be more
ridiculous than the charge that these
letters were anything but sincere. If
we wished to argue that the Communists
were smart, we could argue that the
Russians were writing these letters so
that we would go to war against China in
order to have us bogged down in the
wrong place with the wrong country at
the wrong time.

I commend the Senator from South
Dakota for not refusing to let a few
genuine, sincere Americans express
what is in their hearts, and to take it
as an honest expression of conviction,
such as the kind of conviction reflected
on the floor of the Senate in this dis-
cussion on both sides today, which is
the only way we can arrive at what we
hope will be rational and reasonable
answers.

Mr. McGOVERN. I thank the Sena-
tor from Wyoming for his helpful com-
ments.

Mr. President, before I yield the floor,
there are some articles I ask unanimous
consent to have printed in the Recorp
following my remarks: Three columns
written by Walter Lippmann, one dated
February 11, 1964, one dated February 9,
1965, and a column published in News-
week magazine on February 15, 1965; an
editorial entitled “Errors on Vietnam,”
published in the St. Louis Post Dispateh;
an article written by Joseph Kraft, en~

‘land, and even Korea.
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titled ‘‘Political Track Needed in Viet-
nam” and published in the Evening Star
on February 12, 1965; an editorial pub-
lished in the New York Times on Febru-
ary 11, 1965, entitled “Black Day in Viet-
nam’; an article written by James Res-
ton, entitled “Washington: The Unde-
clared and Unexplained War,” and pub-
lished in the New York Times on Febru-
ary 14, 1965; together with the lead edi-
torial published in the same issue of the
New York Times entitled “Greatness by
Restraint.”

There being no objection, the ma-
terial was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

[From the Chicago (Ill.) Sun-Times, Feb.
11, 1965]
UNITED STATES SHOULD NOT SHUN A PARLEY
(By Walter Lippmann)

WasHINGTON—The reaction of the Red
Chinese to our air strike is very interesting.
The Peiping People’s Dally is, as one might
expect, very angry: “We are walting for you
in battle array * * * If you insist on im-
posing the war on us, heavy rebuffs are in
store for you.” There Is little doubt about
what the Pelping Chinese have in mind:
They are thinking first of an American in-
vasion on the ground into North Vietnam,
and they are saying that if this occurs, they
will Intervene on the ground and give us a
“heavy rebufl.”

The Important thing about this reaction
s that it reveals how much the Chinese are
land animals.. It reveals a preoccupation
with the only kind of war they are capable
of fAighting effectively, a war on the ground.
There is no direct reaction to what actually
happened—an air strike from carriers at sea.

But we must not assume from this that
the Red Chinese regard themselves as in-
capable of fighting back. We must assume,
on the contrary, that the Chinese military
leaders, who have to be taken seriously, are
considering how they can use the military
instrument which they possess—land
power—to answer the United States.

We must therefore reckon with the possi-
bility that Chinese infantry might enter
North Vietnam, perhaps also Laos and Thai-
This is likely to be
the answer if the war is escalated to the
point where North Vietnam is belng devas-
tated. The Chinese proved in the Korean
war that thelr infantry cannot be stopped
even by prolonged and continuous bombing.
In the end, the Korean war had to be fought
on the ground until it was settled by negoti-
ation. -

It is plain that time Is running out for the
policy which President Johnson worked out
when he inherited the Vietnamese commit-
ment. The policy was not to go north, as we
have now done, and not to withdraw, but to
stand pat and hope that our adversaries
would grow tired of the war. It was a policy
to postpone and avoid the necessity of mak-
ing & decislon—of choosing between widen-
ing the war and confronting China on the
one hand, and on the other hand reviving
the negotiations, which were never completed
after the French defeat in 1954,

The choice is a horrid one. A war with
China would be an incalculable risk. In a
negotiated settlement, which would be fol-
lowed by our withdrawal from the mainland,
southeast Asta might slip within the Chinese
sphere of influence unless the Soviet Union,
Japan, India, and the United States were
able to exert a countervailing influence.

The policy of avolding a decision had a
popular consensus behind it and it was use-
ful in that it insulated the election from
becoming s harum-scarum bhrawl about Viet-
nam. But desirable as the politics of con-
sensus is for dealilng with domestic issues,
for pressing problems in the realm of great
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power politics there must be a decision and
choice.

The cholce which has to be declded is

between full-scale war and a negotiated
truce. Mr. Johnson must not make the mis-
take of former President Hairry 8. Truman
who let himself be persuaded by Gen. Doug-
1ag MacArthur that the Chinese would not
be able to fight if we widened the war to thelr
frontier on the Yalu River.

The military policy of holding on in South
Vietnam, supplemented with retallatory
strikes, needs to be accompanled by & full-
scale peace offensive. The United States
ought not to be afraid to say and should
not hesitate to say that it Is seeking a
negotiated settlement in southeast Asla.
The peace offensive should be an appeal to
the Russians, the Japanese, the Indlans, the
British, the French, and the Chinese to bring
diplomacy to bear upon the warlike condi-
tion in Asia. The administration has always
shrunk from talking about a mnegotlated
peace.

But, as a matter of fact, the only rational
objective of the policy we are following is
to Induce North Vietnam and its Chinese
mentor to look to a negotiated settlement.
Nobody in his right mind can imagine that
this kind of war can be *won,” that 1s to say
ended by the unconditional surrender of the
Communists. The administration has been
willing to say privately that the reason we
continue the war In SBouth Vietnam s in
order to put ourselves in a better bargalning
position.

The retaliatory air strikes should help
some. But the President’s great predecessors,
Woodrow Wilson and Franklin D, Roosevelt,
never thought that they could have a military
solution without at the sarne time a diplo-
matic offensive.

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, Feb. 9,
1965]
THE VIETNAMESE AFFAIR
(By Walter Lippmann)

It is hard to believe that the raid on the
American Installations in South Vietnam
was not closely related to Prime Minister
Kosygin's visit to North Vietnam. It is hard
to believe, too, that Mr. Kosygin would have
picked the day atter his arrival in Hanol to
touch off the raid. He was in no position
to help the Vietcong to carry out the rald
nor to protect North Vietnam against Ameri-
can retallation. It is most probable, there-
fore, that the affair was ordered and directed
by men who intended to spoll Mr. Kosygin’s
misslon in southeast Asia and to interfere
with his role as a principal power in bring-
ing about a negotiated settlement.

Most probably, therefore, the gambit was
cirected both against the Soviet Union and
the United States, which happen to have a
parallel interest in preyenting a big war in
Eastern Asla and of containing the expan-
gion of China. The administration is no
doubt right in Interpreting the rald on
Plelku as a test of American will. Had the
United States refrained from retaliating, the
Chinese and their supporters in Asla and
elsewhere would have called it a demonstra-
tion that the United States is a paper tiger,
and that therefore the Soviet policy of peace-
able coexistence is unnecessary and absurd.
The other side of the calculation was that if
the United States reacted, as In fact it did
react, it would demonstrate that in Asia
the Soviet Union is a paper tiger unable to
defend its clients. .

Prom the Chinese point of view the gambit
worked successtully. It showed, on the one
hand, that the Americans are highly vulner-
able on the ground in Sputh Vietnam; it
showed on the other hand that the Soviet
Union has no power to protect East Asia
agalnst the United States.
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Much depends on what lessons are drawn
in Moscow, Peiping, and Hanol and Wash-
ington from the affair.

We have had a very clear demonstration
of the strategic reality In southeast Asia.
The American Army at Pleiku was unable to
protect itself against a comparatively small
guerrilla attack, apainst a force estimated
officlally at about two squads and one pla-
toon. The American forces got no warning
of the attack from the Vietnamese people
1n the nearby hamilets where the rald was
prepered. It got no protection from the
Viethamese security guards. In fact, when
asked at his Sunday press conference wheth-
er the United States could not protect ifs
own forces in South Vietnam, Secretary Mc~
Namara replied that he did not “believe it
will ever be possible-—and I think when I say
this I reflect the views of our Joint Chiefs——
to protect our forces agalnst sneak attacks of
that kind.” BSneak attacks is in this case
another name for guerrilla warfare.

But that 1s only half of the lesson which
was demonstrated this past weekend. The
other part of the lesson i1s that the U.S.
fleet, standing a hundred miles offshore, 1s
capable of inflicting devastating and un-
requited damage on the Aslan mailnland.
There was no power in South Vietnam to pro-
tect our own forces or to retaliate. But at
sea, there exists an enormous American power
which is quite Independent of our forces on
the mainland.

The peace of the world may depend on
Whe;her ell of the powers concerned take
the'meaning of these lessons to heart.

For us, the meaning s that the commit-
ment to participate in the land war in South
Vietnam 1s an entanglement, is a hostage
to fortune, which exposes us to defeats and
humiliations. The best that the more con-
vineced believers in the commitment can say
is that if we stay there long enough and
accept the losses which they regard as toler-
able, the Chinese and North Viethamese
wlill eventually grow tired and become indif-
ferent. For myself, I would not count too
much on American patience being greater
than Chinese patience. It is less likely that
the American people will wish to wash their
hands of the whole business of containing
China if they do not have to lose American
soldiers week after week in a war that can-
not be won on the ground where it is being
fought.

The meaning of the affalr must not be
missed in Moscow, Peiping, and Hanoi. Let
them remember that, reduced to its funda-
mentals, the situation is that the United
States possesses paramount sea and air power
in the far Paciflc, and no one can count on
such a degree of restraint in the use of that
power that 1t will never be used. The United
States 1s not a paper tiger. That phrase
reflects the greatest delusion on which our
adversarles could possibly gamble. The
truth is that President Johnson profoundly
desires to avold war but his power to do
that is not unlimited nor can he be counted
on not to be provoked if the provocation is
continual and cumulative.

There should be no misteke about this any-
where,

[From Newsweek magazine, Feb. 15, 1865]
TowaRD PEACE IN ASIA
(By Walter Lippmann)

There are reasons for thinking that in east
Asla, where the situation has been frozen for
some years, there is again significant move-
ment. In the postwar period after the Ameri-
can victory over Japan, there was a con-
frontation of power hetween the United
States on the one hand, and the Soviet Union
and the mainland Chinese on the other.
This confrontation settled into & stalemate
along the armistice lines in Korea, in the
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Taiwan Strait, and in southeast Asia.
Nelther the EKorean war nor the war in
southeast Asia has changed the main lines
of this confrontation.

During the postwar years since the fall of
Dienblenphu In 1954, the United States has
been for all practical purposes the only great
power opposing the two Communist powers
on the Asian mainland.

The big change that is now taking place in
east Asia is that other great powers, which
have been absent for years, are returning to
the region and are preparing to take part in
the settlement{ of its affairs. -Thus, within
the past 2 years, we have seer? India forced
out of its neutral stance by a Chinese attack
on its territory. There has been the return
of France, which has important imponderable
influence among the elite of Asla., Recently,
there has been a cautious but unmistakable
decision by Japan to have a say and to make
herself heard. There is greater activity by
Britain in response to Sukarneo's threat to
Malaysia. There is the decision to strengthen
the military posture of Australia. And now,
while this article is being written, the Soviet
Union is returning to North Vietnam. For
some years, in which the whole situation im
southeast Asia has deteriorated, the Soviet
Union has been absent.

The return of the powers to the Far East
and the far Pacific i1s from our American
point of view a promising development. It
promises the end of our dangerous isolation
in eastern Asia. It promises to release us
from the solitary and thankless role of being
the only country which has stuck its fingers
in the holes of the dike containing Chinese
communism.

UNIQUE POLICEMAN

We have tried to play this role during the
whole postwar period, and we even went s0
far as to fight two inconclusive and depres-
sing wars, one in Korea and one still going
on in Indochina. But the event has shown
that the role of the unique policeman in
Asla was beyond our military reach and of
our political experience, and we must, there~
fore, welcome the prospect, or at least the
possibility, of sharing the burden with the
powers which have greater interests in Asia
than we have. These are chlefly Asian
powers: Japan, Indla, and the Soviet Union.
We shall not make the mistake, I feel sure,
of looking upon their participation as an in-
trusion instead of a legitimate assertion of
their national interests.

I do not think it is utopian to look forward
to a day when all the interested powers will
come together in a congress to work out the
lines of an international order in Asla and
the far Pacific. It is, however, probable that
such a congress will be too cumbersome and
too divided and too slow to deal with the
worst trouble spots. I think we may, there-
fore, expect to see local arrangements for a
cease-fire and for some cooperation. This
may be what is in the making underneath
the confusion In South Vietnam among the
generals and the priests and the students—
that 1s to say, a sorting out of the officials
who will connive at, and perhaps encourage,
peace arrangements with the Vietcong and
with Hanoi.

STRONGEST POWER

The war party in this country thinks that
the war in South Vietnam can be won by at-
tacking North Vietnam, and quite possibly
China as well. They will cry out that a
breaking out of peace in Vietnam would he
a gigantic American defeat which would
compel an American retreat to the beaches
of Hawaii.

It is not go. If the Vietnamese themselves
make peace among themselves, we shall have
honored our commitment and we shall, of
course, withdraw our troops. But where
shall we withdraw American power to? No
farther away than the waters of the coast
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of North Vietnam. We ghall not withdraw
from the- area, and we shall not be im-
mobilized and disarmed. We shall be just as
dangerous to Hanol as we are now, and freer
to act when we are no longer entangled In
the politics of Saigon and in the jungles of
the country around it.

We should remember that the United
States 1s indisputably the strongest power
in the whole Pacific, and that this power will
not disappear because of anything that hap-
pens on the malnland in South Vietnam.
The brutal and basic facts of the balance of
power in the Pacific are that the United
States has the power to devastate China. on
the other hand, China does not have the
power even to scratch the United States.

That is & position of strength from which
we need have no fear to negotiate.

———

{From the St. Louis (Mo.) Post-Dispatch]
ERRORS ON VIETNAM

Former Vice President Nixon, who once
urged massive military ald to save the French
in Indochina, still clings to misconceptions
about what is involved in the South Vietnam
guerrilla war. - Mr. Nixon, who represents a
considerable body of public opinion, belleves
“weo're losing the war in Vietnam and we
will be thrown out of the country in a matter
of months, certainly within a year.”

To avert this calamity, he would use Ameri-
can sea and air power to “quarantine” the
fighting. “People ask, ‘What if China comes
in? .I don't think so.” Neutralizing South
Vietnam would be “only surrendering on the
installment plan,” Mr. Nixon says.

Quarantine is a handy word. In the case
of gmallpox, the patient is isolated—which is
not too difficult. But South Vietnam Is in
danger from interior rot as well as external
aggression, " And it is extremely doubtful
whether the jungle trails could be cut by air-
power. The United States is now stressing
what it says is increasing infiltration from

. Communist North Vietnam into the south.
But the figures are obtained from Vietnam
intelligence sources. Are they credible?

Mr. Nixon does not think the Chinese
would come in if the United States tried a
guarantine. Better generals than Mr, Nixon,
MacArthur for one, have been wrong about
China. Even then, the idea misses the point.
There has been an obvlous taclt agreement
between China and the United States not to
expand the scope of the war; the same situa~
tion obtained in Korea. If either side wanted
to escalate the struggle it could be done
readily; but, for very good reasons, heither
side does. .

Would neutralizing South Vietnam be sur-
render on the Installment plan? It would
not be “surrender” on any plan. The United
States contends it is In South Vietnam be-
cause the government (how many govern-
ments ago?) asked for help against Commu-
nist-led guerrillas. Actually, we are in South
Vietham because the late Secretary of State
Dulles wanted to replace the beaten French
in a valn effort to stem the tide of a native

revolution. An honorable withdrawal would |

be correcting a mistake made a decade ago.

Mistake or not, we cannot of course just
pick up and leave. That is why we ought to
be actively seeking a way out instead of talk-
ing constantly as if there was nothing to do
but muddle along spending $2 million a day
and maintaining 20,000 advisers. It may be
too late to bargaln effectively for a setile-
ment, but it is not too late to try. Mr. Nixon
is quite right when he says we could be
thrown ouf. )

The latest coup, estimated to be the sev-
enth sfnce"P‘xes’ideni; Diem was assas_éinated
15 months ago, shows pretty clearly that,
whatever the facade, there 1s nothing much
left of the Salgon government except the

_military, and that 1s by no means cohesive.
The military commander, Lt. Gen. Nguyen
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Rhanh, has become increasingly anti-Ameri-
can. The rank-and-file Vietnamese do not
seem to care what happens; certainly they
do not care as much as the Americans.

The United States cannot move in and take
over, though the temptation may be great.

- That would substantiate charges of imperial-

ism and colonialism, anathemsa in Asia. The
truth 1s, if we could take a long view, that
the white man is being forced out of Asia
and Africa much as he forced his way in
during the last four centuries. We should
recognize the fact that we are on the losing
end of a long historic struggle.

We should also begin to recognize that
many nations of Asia and Africa are not
presently up to Western-style democracy, and
that the wave of the present is nationalism.
If Indochina goes Communist, that does not
mean it will become a colony of China. The
people of Indochina want to be independent.
We should be bending every diplomatic ef-
fort to help them. We will not do so by ex~
panding the war, by quarantine, or by per-
petual stalemate.

[From the (Washington, D.C.) Evening Star,
Feh. 12, 1965]
PoLrTical, TrRacK NEEDED IN VIETNAM
(By Joseph Kraft)

The immedilate requirement in Vietnam is
to edge events on to a political track. The
present situation, dominated by the logic of
military action and reaction, is dangerous
and difficult to control,

The situation 1s dangerous because of the
consequences of the bombing of North Viet-
nam. At best, the Hanol regime is more
than ever obliged to turn for support to Com-
munist China. At worst, the Chinese will
intervene directly in a major war on the
ground. But the true purpose of the U.S.
presence in South Vietnam is to check the
spread of Chinese imperiallsm.  Thus, the
net effect of the bombings 1s to foster a re-
sult that goes against the grain of this coun-
try’s strategic interest in Asia.

This country’s global interest is not much
better served. It liesin accommodation with
the Russlans, at least partially for the pur-
pose of containing Peiping. But In the pres-
ent climate of tension, 1t 1s hard for Wash-
ington and Moscow even to stay on speaking
terms. If anything, the Russians are under
pressure to throw in with Hanoi and Peiping
in defense of the Communlst interest.

The situation s difficult to control be-
cause there has been established a fusion
between two things that are only indirectly
related. On the one hand, there are the
acts of the Vietcong, or Communist rebels,
in South Vietnam, In response to their acts,
the United States has twice bombed North
Vietnam.

On the other hand, there is the infiltration
of supplies and men from Hanol to the Viet-
cong. This infiltration provides the ra-
tionale for hitting the north. In keeping
with that rationale, retaliation has been
directed against North Viethamese training
centers for the Vietcong.

No doubt, there 1s more than an innocent
connection between the Hanoi government
and the Vietcong guerrillas. But the two
are not one and the same thing. To act as
though they are is to place U.S. power in
the hands of the least responsible party to
the whole Vietnamese affair, As matters
stand now, it 1s possible for a handful of
Vietcong troublemakers, with a couple of
well-placed grenades or plastic bombs, to
unleash the might of U.S. sea and alr power
against North Vietnam.

A first step toward reasserting control Is to
wither the bond that has been set up be-
tween terrorism in the south and retaliation
in the north. It may be, as Defense Secre-
tary Robert S. McNamara has said, that
there 1s no “absolute” defense agalnst terror-
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ist attacks. But vulnerability can be re-
duced.

Withdrawal of American dependents is
one step in that direction. Concentration of
T.8. forces in more easily defended installa-
tions would be another. Probably it would
be a good idea for U.S. troops to assume the
perimeter guard of major American installa-
tions. Perhaps additional ground forces
should be sent for that purpose.

As to the infiltration from the north, it
provides the handle for a political initiative.
It is a clear violatlon of the 1954 Geneva
accords. Washington has every right to refer
the matter either to the United Nations or
to the Geneva powers. Either of these bodies
could generate enough diplomatic movement
to justify an easing off of the military action.

If that seems like a pallid result, it is. No
one should be under any illusion that an
early settlement is in sight. For the minimal
condition of a settlement is that it be un-
derwritten by the United States and the So-
viet Union. But the two big powers have
almost no freedom of movement.

The United States cannot move toward
agreement until the Salgon government
shows the way. Otherwise, the President
would be exposed to murderous political
charges that he was selling out an ally.

Similarly, the Soviet Unlon cannot move
without the approval of Hanol. Otherwise
the Russlan leaders would be exposed to
murderous political charges that they were
selling out the revolution. For internal pol-
itlcal reasons, In other words, each of the
big powers is in bondage to its protege.

But the two proteges are now breathing
fire. The Saigon regime, once moving to-
ward a posture of negotiation, has been
transformed by the recent events into a war
government eager for adventures. And it
was the Hanoi regime in the fullness of its
wisdom, that initlated——Jjust at the moment
that events were moving toward negotia-
tions—the intensification of the war.

In these circumstances, the hest that can
be hoped for now 1s a slow damping down
of military activity. And even then, the out-
1ook is for a long, long siege of trouble.

[From the New York (N.Y.) Times, Feb. 11,
. 1965]
Brack Day IN VIEINAM

The slugging match in Vietnam continues;
the war escalates; the danger grows; the goal
of peace recedes. Justinl day—yesterday—
many Americans were killed when an enlisted
men’s barracks was blown up by Vietcong
terrorists, while in the north, in a pitched
battle that began on Monday, Vietcong guer-
rillas wiped out five companies of South
Vietnamese troops. Everybody concerned Is
praced for Washington’s response, in accord-
ance with the new policy of reprisals.

There is a frightening normality about the
situation. Events are occurring with the in-
exorability of a Greek tragedy. President
de Gaulle, who yesterday returned to his
suggestion of another Geneva conference and
a negotiated settlement, was right in saying
that the war cannot be won no matter how
much air and naval power the United States
commits or what reprisals Chins may take.
It cannot be won by any outsider, American
or Chinese.

Washington evidently hopes that if North
Vietnam is threatened enough or punished
enough it will agree to a truce, Korean style;
and then the United States will be in a posi-
tion to negotiate peace or a controlled neu-
tralization from a position of strength. The
greatest weakness of this reprisal policy
against North Vietnam is that while it is true
the Vietcong gets orders, advice, some arms
and some men from North Vietnam, the war
is being fought in South Vietnam. That is
where American lives were lost yesterday and
where American trained and armed Vietna-
mese soldlers were defeated.
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The Vietcong live and operate in South
Vietnam, using American arms captured from
the Vietnamese. The peasants elther help
them, or accept them, or are cowed into sub-
‘mission by them., The guerrillas, as Viet-
minh against the French a few years ago, or
as Vietcong today, have been fighting for two
decades. They are tough, dedicated, fanat-
leal, well trained. Perhaps they are not win-
ning, but certainly they are not losing.
Meanwhlle, each day that passes gives fur-
ther evidence of the relentless escalation of
the confiict.

This 1s what gives speclal point to Pres-
ident de Gaulle’s renewed suggestion to recall
the l4-nation Geneva conference to seek an
“international accord excluding all foreign
intervention” in southeast Asia. The key
factor In the De Gaulle proposal--and the
main stumbling block for the United States—
is that no conference and no settlement is
possible in that region without the participa-
tion of Communist China. Whether we like
it or not—and we do not like it—Communist
China is an interested party; and the United
States knows of course that North Vietnam
cannot be bombed as if Communist China
did not exist.

There may still be a cholce: talk or fight.
If everybody waits too long, the chance to
talk will be gone.

[From the New York (N.Y.) Times, Peb. 14,
1965]

WASHINGTON: THE UNDECLARED AND
UNEXPLAINED WAR
(By James Reston)
WasHINGTON, February 13.—The time has
come to call a spade a bloody shovel. This
country is in an undeclared and unexplained
war in Vietnam. Our masters have a lot of
long and fancy names for it, like escalation
and retallation, but it is war just the same.
The cause of the war is plain enough. The
North Vietnamese Communists, with the aid
of Red China and to a lesser extent the So-
viet Union, have sent their guerrillas into
South Vietnam Iin violation of the 1954 and
1962 Geneva agreements, for the express pur-
pose of taking over the Government and ter-
ritory of South Vietnam.

AMERICA’S RESPONSE

The course of the war is equally plain. We
were getting licked in South Vietnam. The
Communists were steadily defeating the
South Vietnamese armed forces, terrorizing a
war-weary and indifferent population, and
taking advantage of a divided and quarrel-
some South Vietnamese Government,

More than that, the Communists were
stepping up their attacks on the bases and
barracks which serve the 23,000 American
troops in South Vietnam, and it was in re-
sponse to this that President Johnson or-
dered the bombing attacks on the Commu-
nist military installations in the south of
WNorth Vietnamese territory.

Very few people here question the neces~
sity for a limited expansion of the war by
U.S. bombers into Communist territory. The
American and South Vietnamese position was
crumbling fast, and the political and stra-
teglc consequences of defeat would have been
serlous for the free world all over Asia.

There is a point, however, where this exer~
cise will become critical. As the military
targets in the southern part of Communist
Vietnam are knocked out, and our bombers
move northward, they will soon come within
‘the range of the North Vietnamese and Red
Chinese MIG fighters, and if we get into that
situation, the pressure for attacks on the air
Pbases in North Vietnam and South China
will steeply increase.

The immediate problem, therefore, is how
to put enough pressure on the North Viet-
namese to bring them into negotiations for
a settlement of the war, without provoking
& mass Communist counterattack we are in
1o position to meet.
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This 1s a delicate and highly dangerous
situation. The United States has the air and
naval power to wipe out North Vietnam and
the Chinese Air Force If it comes into the
battle. But the North Vietnamese have a
quarter of a milllon men under arms who
have never been committed to the battle at
all, and few observers in Washington believe
this force could be stopped without the inter-
ventlon of a very large American Army on
the ground,

THE SILENT WHITE HOUSE

Nobody has made all this clear to the -

American people. President Johnson has not
made a major speech on the details of this
war since he entered the White House. Nei-
ther did President Kennedy. We have had
one long speech on the subject by Secretary
of Defense McNamara on March 26 of last
year, and a lot of statements here and in Sai-
gon, many of them highly optimistic and
misleading. But the fact is that we arein a
war that is not only undeclared and unex-
plained, but that has not even been widely
debated In the Congress or the country.

The whole history of this century testifies
to the difficulty of predicting the conse-
quences of war. We imposed a policy of un-
conditional surrender on the kaiser only to
find that the two greater menaces of com-
munism and nazism took hig place. One of
the main objectives of the two World Wars
was the freedom of Bastern Europe, which
ended up with less freedom under the Com-
munists than it had before.

LIMITING THE WAR

Few people here question that President
Johnson wants to Hmit the war in Vietnam
and avold a ground war on the continent
of Asla, but the future is not wholly in his
control. He may be bombing merely to force
& negotiated settlement, but the Chinese and
the North Vietnamese don’t know that. In
fact neither do the American people, whose
alrmen are carrying out the President's
orders.

Nor, for that matter, do the allies, who are
treaty-bound to support us if we get Into a
larger war in southeast Asia. They will un-
doubtedly support a policy of limited re-
taliation in North Vietnam if it is for the
burpose of negotiating a settlement, but they
will not support us for long unless we define
and limit our aims.

The implications of this war, then, extend
far beyond Vietnam. President Johnson's
hopes of building a strong alllance with
Japan and the other free nations of Asia are
not likely to be promoted by replaying the
old script of American planes once more
bombing Asians.

He' has started on a massive program of
reconstruction and development at home, but
he can forget about his Great Soclety if he
gets bogged down in a major land war in Asia
on territory favorable to the enemy. Freedom
expands in peace and authoritarian govern-
ment In war, and this 1s precisely the dan-
ger now, for the Communists have the man-
power to cause us an almost unhmanageable
situation not only in Vietnam but in Korea,
and force us into a war that could divert our
energies from the larger constructive purposes
of the Nation.

In this situation it is difficult to under-
stand why the problem is not discussed more
openly by the President, why the terms of an
honorable settlement are not defined, and
why the negotiating efforts of the Secretary
General of the United Nations and other
world statesmen are so blithely brushed aside.

It is true that the Instabllity, weakness,
and sensitivities of the South Vietnamese
Government have to be kept in mind, but
nobody is suggesting a sellout at their ex-
pense. The talk here i8 not about a Munich
agreement but a Korean agreement in which
South Vietnam, ke South Korea, would be
in a better position to order its own life.

This would not be ideal, but it would be
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better for the South Vietnamese and for the
United States than what we have now, and
it would be better for North Vietnam and
China than a larger war.

CHINA’S DANGER

For if this dangerous game gets out of
hand, it is not likely that China’s new indus-
tries, including her atomic installations at
Taklamakan Desert in Central Sinklang, will
be spared. What her manpower can grab be-
yond her borders would be worth far less than
what she would lose at home.

Somebody, however, has to make a move
to reverse the trend and stop the present
crooked course. For the moment, we seem
to be starding mute in Washington, para-
lyzed before a great issue, and merely digging
our thought deeper Into the accustomed mil-
tary rut.

[From the New York (N.Y.) Times,
Feb. 14, 1965]

GREATNESS BY RESTRAINT

Escalation of the war in Vietnam, such as
took place last week, hes led the United States
to the entrance of a one-way street. If fol-
lowed to the bitter end, this road could lead
to & major war involving Communist China
and probably the Soviet Union, But there is
still time to stop.

A great power can demonstrate its great-
ness by its restraint. The United States has
the air and naval power to destroy every-
thing of importance in North Vietnam; but
this country would show itself to be far wiser
and far stronger by refraining from doing so
than by pursuing a policy of repetitive re-
taliation, which is at once so seductive and
so dangerous. Despite the administration’s
oft-restated desire ‘““to avold spreading the
conflict,” this present policy of reprisals is
inexorably carrying the United States into a
major armed struggle in southeast Asia—
unless a halt is called, and soon,

‘When President Johnson ordered last Sun-
day’s retaliatory strike after the Vietcong
attack on Pleiku, there was understanding
and support for his action. Yet, it was recog-
nized that the two actions—the assault on
a U.B. military installation in South Viet«
nam and the American decision to respond by
gtriking at staging areas in Neorth Vietnam.—
vastly increased the perils to world peace
that have always been Inherent in the Viet-
namese conflict.

Now each side feels obliged to match a
show of power by the other with an even
greater response—a course that can only
Invite holocaust. For the United States the
problem, is made severer by the impossibil-
ity of striking effectively at the Vietcong
without carrying the war into North Vietnam
and thus Intensifying the pressure on Pei-
ping and Moscow to become actively involved.

President Johnson is up against his great-
est forelgn policy test. Surely he knows that
the complex problems of Vietnam and south-
cast Asla cannot be setiled by arms alone.
An infinity of social, political, economic, re-
Hgious, tribal, nationallstic, historic, and
traditional factors are at work in Vietnam.
This country can best demonstrate its wis-
dom and responsibility by keeping its powder
dry and meanwhile trying patience, diplo-
macy, and negotiation.

History, good intentions, and a concatena-~
tion of events have led the United States into
a morass where we sink deeper each day.
The Vietnamese conflict should not be al-
most exclusively a US. burden. The
Russlans have good reasons to want
peace In Vietnam. The French want to
bring about an international conference. So
does United Nations Secretary General Thant.
The Chinese would probably refuse to attend
one or even to compromise; but nobody will
know unless a conference is tried.

What the United States is now doing in
Vietnam is playing directly into the hands or
Communist China by taking actions that—
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however “defensive in intent—Ilead to &
steadily escilating, and hence more danger-
ous, conflict. This, surely, is the last thing
in the world that the Johnson administra-
tion and the American people want. There-
. fore s_ometb%lng else should be tried, and this
'something has to be. negotiation with all
parties concerned, :

The United States has made its point very
forcefully with bombs during the last week,
Its power 15 indisputable.- In the light of
the strength, this country has shown, it can
now offer to continue the argument_over a
conference table where its power will be un-
diminished. But the outcome might then
be peace instead of war,

Mr. CHURCH, Mr. President, I com-
mend the Senator from South Dakota on
an extremely fine statement. It is a
viewpoint in which I heartily concur. I
am reassured in that position by the able
argument the Senator from South Da-
kota has just made. .

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I address
myself to the central question that has
been developed in such a fascinating and
enlightening way on the floor of the
Senate today on the part of the Senator
from Idahg [Mr. Crurcu] and the Sen-
ator from South Dakota. [Mr. McGov-
ERN]. I stand in their debt for the in-
sight which they have displayed on this
tortuous and difficult problem.

None of us would contend that we have
the absolute answers. None of us con-
tend that we know what is going to hap-
ben tomorrow, next week, next month,
or next year; but we do have the obli-
gation—and that is why we are here
to try to make an educated guess, and
to take a reasonable and rational posi-
tion, policywise, in the interests of our
country and of the great cause which all
Senators represent.

- Mr. President, the question has re-
peatedly arisen, Why not negotiate now?

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr.
McGoverN] has repeated it: ‘Why not try
it now? What would we lose?

Ii it fails, T will tell Senators what we
shall lose.. If it fails, at this very mo-
ment the men in Hanoi, the men in Pei-
bing still—we are told—are convinced
not that we are a “paper tiger,” but that
we are tired, that we are going home,
that we are frustrated, that we are fed
up, that if we were to propose now, in the
wake of the assaults on American billets,
the attacks on. American alrfields, and
In the destruction of heavy concentra-
tions of American military capability,
that what we wish to do now is to sit
down and talk about it, what would one
conclude if he were in Hanoi? What
would one conclude if he were in
Peiping ?

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Wyoming yield at that
point? . I

‘Mr. McGEE. If I may finish my
thought at this moment, then I shall be
glad to yield to the Senator from Idaho.

We are risking the Chinese and the
Vietcong jumping to the wrong conclu-
slon. My concern today, and the concern
of a good many of us, is that the men in
Hanoi will make the wrong decision for
the wrong reasons—and that is why I
speak here today. I believe that we can
time the proposal more advantageously
than at the present moment. The sug-
gestion that I am going to make as a
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topic for discussion in just a moment
would spell out one way I believe it might
be brought about, because I agree that it
ultimately must lead to negotiation; but
I believe that it is imperative that we get
through loud and clear to Hanoi and

Peiping that we are not fooling, that we.

are not tired, that we are not about to
go home. Yet their every move made
with impunity, such as those of the past
few days, was obviously calculated with
2 sense of arrogant confidence that by
turning up the “heat” they could put
enough pressure on the Americans to let
up a little bit or even, perhaps, to sit
down and talk, while the cards held by
North Vietnam and the Chinese, who are
“kibitzing” over their shoulders, are the
strongest cards they have held in many
years,

I would be the last to try to argue that
we would have to retreat from this area
to Hawail or Alaska. We all know the
reality of American power. As our Pres-
ident has stated again and again, we in-
tend to do what is right in Vietnam. We
are not about to run. My own misgiving
is that those on the other side of the
line are not so persuaded. What they
believe we are about to do, and what they
calculate our policy may be, will deter-
mine their decision rather than what
you and I, Mr. President, know we are
going to do.

For that reason, it seems to me we have
to make it unalterably clear, in language
that the man in Hanoi can understand,
that this is no joke, that this is no play
that we are acting out in Vietnam.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Wyoming yield?

Mr. McGEE. Iam glad to yield to the
Senator from Idaho. -

Mr. CHURCH. 1 believe, too, that it
i1s very important that the Communist
government in Hanoi does not miseal-
culate American objectives or American
stamina. I do not see, however, that
anything we have done since the Second
World War furnishes any basis for Hanoi,
Peiping, or Moscow to conclude that the
United States does not stand fast. We
have been standing fast all over the
world.

We stood fast in Berlin, we stood fast
in Cuba—when the whole world was
threatened with nuclear incineration.
There is certainly nothing in the Ameri-
can postwar role to suggest to the Com-
munists that we are either tired of .ful-
filling our commitments to Saigon, or
that we will withdraw from South Viet-
nam under mounting Communist . pres-
sure.

I do not believe that Peiping is apt to
make this miscaleulation, as they are
apt to conclude that there is no alterna-
tive, by virtue of the rising tempo of
sustained and systematic bombing at-
tacks, unaccompanied by any indication
of willingness to parley, to repeating
what was done in Korea, moving down
massive Chinese manpower. This would
lead to a very great and costly war,
which, in the end, would bring us finally
to the bargaining table anyway,

As between the two miscalculations, I
believe history will bear witness to the
Chinese response to0 American military
action in Korea. I would not like to see
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that development take place in South
Vietnam if we can avoid it. :

Mr. McGEE. . Mr. President, I appre-
clate the Senator’s comment, and the
articulate way in which he has refined
the line which is the demarcation line
between his proposal and mine.

As he has referred to the record of ]
history, perhaps I will be permitted to
‘do s0 as well. ’ :

There comes to mind what Lord Pal-
merston said when he was the head of
the British Government more than a
hundred years ago. He said it was easy
to calculate the nature of Russian policy.
He sald it is a sprawling giant that con-
tinually reaches out to its own periphery,
probing the entire fringe for a weakness,
ever pressing outward. Where it is not
resisted, it breaks through and extends
its territorial holdings. However, where
it is resisted—and this is important—
it pulls back, to bide its time until per-
haps the resistor will be tired of resist-
ing, and perhaps relax. At that time
the probing resumes, in the hope of
breaking through where there had been
earlier resistance by someone guarding
the other side of the frontier.

That policy has characterized many of
the crises that we have survived so suc-
cessfully up to now in the 20 years of
the cold war; but the only difference
now is that the same sort of thing has
shifted to another quarter of the globe
and that the. emphasis has been played
down in Moscow and is now being played
up in Peiping, but it is the same policy
nonetheless. ’

Mr. President, those men have never
gotten out of the notion that we will not
see it through. They have the parallel
of World War IT. We went home much
sooner then than this time. This time
we have changed the parallel. We have
learned the lesson of 1918. However, the
fact remains that those men read Amer-
ican history. Of course, sometimes they
read only what they want to read, but it
1s understandable that Astans still be-
lieve that wa will grow tired and go
away. When I say that, I need not re-
mind the distinguished Sensator from
Idaho and the Senator from South Da-
kota [Mr. McGovVERN], now occupying
the Presiding Officer’s chair, that even
our friends in Europe entertain such mis-
glvings. One of the almost regular con-
cepts that worries them, that gives them
unrest, is the fact that if the Americans
do not go home in the first 10 years, they
are sure to go home in the second 10
years.

I doubt that in the history of our time,
at least, there will ever be a moment in
the struggle when we will dare go home.
I am afraid that times will compel us to .
man the ramparts, the frontiers of power
politics all around the globe for the
foreseeable future.

That is not what the men in Hanoi
and the men in Peiping are counting on,
They are confident that we will pack up
our tents and leave. They want to find
out whether this is the time. That is
why they are sticking their fingers into
Vietnam right now. I personally do not
believe they intend this to be the ulti-
mate showdown, but I think they are
trying to take a reading on our intentions,
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I repeat, given the Communist mind
and given the mystery of what we read
in the newspapers, and the debates on
the floor of the Senate—and we often
find it difficult to understand each oth-
er—it does not require much imagination
to understand that some of the men in
Hanoi may not be getting the message
loud and clear from Washington. That
is the basis of my concern.

Before I again yleld to the Senator
from Idaho, let me spell out the steps
that I should like to discuss for a mo-
ment. :

First of all, I believe we must announce
and make it irrefutably clear that we
draw & firm line along the 17th parallel—
separating North Vietnam from South
Vietnam; that we make it clear that we
intend to tolerate no breaches of that
line; that we do not intend to negotiate
violations of the line; and that we do
not intend to negotiate the infiltration
of hordes of highly trained North Viet-
namese troops.

1 do not share the feeling of the Sen-
ator from Idaho that the great advan-
tage of military strength les in Sai-
gon or lies in South Vietnam, he-
cause the very nature of the tactic that
has been resorted to by North Vietnam
plays to their advantage, not to that
of South Vietnam.

Our experiences in guerrilla warfare,
the experiences in Malaya, and the ex-
periences now confirmed in Vietnam in-
dicate that for every single enemy guer-
yilla in the field, we had better have
10 or 20 highly trained armed personnel
if we are to have a chance of coming
out even.

That means that when 1,000 troops
come over the border from the north,
it requires a full division to match them.
I believe that at this point we must
draw this line.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. McGEE. 1 should like to finish
the four or five steps that we can take,
to put this subject in a context in which
the Senator may raise the question he
is about to ask me.

1 say that in explanation of the need,
as I see it, for drawing a firm line, for
making a very strong statement that we
shall tolerate no infiltration across that
line, beginning whenever the wisdom of
the President dictates, say, on Tuesday
morning—to pull a date out of the hat.

Second, if after this deadline—and
it is an ultimatum—the infiltration is
still underway, and there is still a fla-
grant abuse of that line separating the
- two parts of Vietnam, then it would be
announced that if it continues we will
bomb the airfields and the marshaling
stations; in other words, getive military
¢ompounds in North Vietnam.

Then, if the men in Hanoi believe that
we are still blufing and the message
still has not gotten through—I think it
will get through—and if for any reason
they doubt our sincerity, we should an-
nounce that we will step up the bom-
bardment, and that we will then attack
the logistical communication lines of
their military effort.

' That means we would bomb the
bridges, the roads, and the rails—

though the rails exist only in limited
amounts.

Finally we would or should propose that
should they still persist in running troops
into the south across the 17th parallel,
then, and then only, would we attack the
industrial sectors and the supply bases
for the military effort within North
vietnam. As we would do that, as we
would spell out that action at the identi-
cal moment and all in a carefully cal-
culated timetable so that the whole pic-
ture is available for study by the men n
Hanoi, I believe it is important that we
should make very clear that we desire
nothing from them. We do not want
their country. We do not want their
Government. We have no territorial
ambitions in North Vietnam or, indeed,
in all of Asia; but we desire to start by
respecting the 1Tth parallel, which cur-
rently—theoretically, at least—separates
the two parts of the country.

In my judgment, that series of steps
ought to precede any exploration for a
discussion of the situation in Vietnam.
1 spell it out that far for the reason that
1 believe there is a serious question of
doubt that those on the other side really
believe that we mean business—not for
want of power, but because they are corn-
vinced that we do not have the will to
use it to the ultimate. That is the kind
of test that we shall have to run through
in order to make abundantly clear our
intentions.

Mr. President, the question is raised,
What will Hanoi do? Suppose they do
not stop them?

PFirst, T think Hanol is probably as
jittery about being occupied by China as
most of the other countries of southeast
Asia. Thus, there is some element pres-
ent that may inhibit the kind of deciston
they would like to make. But still we
must face the ultimate question, and that
is, What will China do? Is such an ap-
proach enough to provoke China into the
big war?

I do not know whether that it will or
not. I do not know what China would
do. I do not know anyone who can say
with assurance that he knows what
China would do. The only man who be-
lieved he knew for sure what the Chinese
would do was proved dead wrong ‘in
Korea. ’

But I think it is time to find out what
China would do. For that reason the
proposed approach has the advantage of
measuring Chinese intentions now.
Most observers guess that China is not
quite willing to risk her 21, million or 3
millon highly trained troops in the south
in a gamble to seize the rich empire that
has attracted the great colonial nations
of the earlier centuries and has attracted
empire builders as recently as Japan in
1941.

But even if we assume the worst—and
in any kind of projection, while we hope
for the best, we must prepare for the
worst—if China were to decide that this
was the price she had to pay and she
should pay it now, then I say, as ugly
and as frightening as that would be, it is
better that we face it now than it is that
we fritter away our present position
piecemeal to a later time in the world of
the future when the cost may be con-

-

siderably different and the prospects of
a successful furn much more dim indeed.

I hope it will not be interpreted
wrongly if 1 were to suggest that the
hope that may be expressed and is ex-
pressed daily in the press by some, that
China really will not be up to anything
very serious, reminds us of the specula-
tion that went on about what Mr. Hitler
might do, or what Mr. Mussolini might or
might not do, in the time previous to
World War II.

I do believe that something surround-
ing the approach that I have suggested
would give us a clearer view of the pie-
ture, would give the other side’a clearer
view of our intentions, and would like-
wise strengthen the American hand for a
meaningful discussion of how we should
best resolve these tortuous issues that so
dominate our concern now and probably
will continue to dominate it for many,
many years to come.

1 should be glad to yield to the Senator
from Idaho at this point.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr: President, I have
listened with great interest to the pro-
posals of the Senator from Wyoming. I
comment only that if our purpose—and,
here again, we get back to the question
of what it is—that if our purpose is to
cause the North Vietnamese to give up

_their interest in the war that the Viet-

cong is waging against the Saigon Gov-
ernment, I would forecast right now
that they will not do it. They have been
engaged for many years in their revolu-
tion, first, to throw out the French. It
is said that even President Eisenhower, at
the time of the Prench defeat, was per-
suaded that an election in Vietnam
would have gone overwhelmingly ir
favor of Ho-Chi-Minh.

The ambition of Hanoi is to reunite
the country. Therefore, if our purpose
is to seal off the borders so as to guaran-
tine South Vietnam from further pres-
sure or activity on the part of the Com-
munists, we might as well know right
now that this will not happen.

I have no confidence that bombing
would make it happen. We bombed
North Korea. We bombed it in an effort
to bresk the fighting will of the Com-
munists there—the most thorough bomb-
ing, perhaps, that has ever taken place
in history. We bombed their roads; we
bombed their buildings; we bombed their
bridges; we bombed their industry. We
leveled and flattened North Korea. But
we never broke the Communist will to
fight., They never called off the war,
and in the end we had to bargain for a
truce that represented no complete vic-
tory for either side.

T merely suggest that, in the light of
our experience, bombing won't break the
spirit of North Vietnam either. There-
fore, I have little confidence that such
action would lead to the surrender by
the North Vietnamese, of their interest
in the unification of the country, or their
pursuit of what they regard as an un-
fulfilled war for independence. If
Korea i$ any basis for comparison, and
if the long, long struggle that these
people have engaged upon is any indi-
cation of their resolution, then our
bombings will not break their spirit or
solve our problem.
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The Senator is calling on them to quit
and accept defeat, total and complete,
-in the matter of South Vietnam, as the
condition for further talks.
could be accompllshed there would be
no occasion for further talks. Perhaps
t. could be accomplished with the in-
volvement of large American land forces.
. Thus far, a ratio of 4 to 1 in favor of the
South Vletnamese has not enabled that
. government to seal off ‘its borders. The
best information we have recelved is
that it is_even doubtful this could be
accomplished by American combat
troops, given fhe jungle nature of the
terrain. Perhaps four or five American
divisions, committed to the war, could
-seal off this boundary, and as long as
“we kept our troops there, we could maln-
‘tain that position.

There are other, difficulties with laying
down as a precondmon to negotlatlons
the requiremeént’ that infiltration stop.
How can we tell whether it has stopped?
How can we know ‘whether, if they
.stopped today, they would not start
again - tomorrow? These are serious
probleins, when combined with the na-

" ture of the terrain and the 51m11ar1ty of

the people on both sides.

Mr,  McGEE. First, we should not
have as our primary target the long-
range ‘ambitions of North Vietnam.
That is a civil war condition. that the
Vietnamese alone must resolvé. That is
& civil war condition which has created
weakness in South Vietnam that is ex-
ploited by Peiping or Moscow in an at-
tempt to provide an opportunity for a
breakthrough.

But I believe the Senator from Idaho

would agree with me that we know a
great deal more about what is taking
place on the part of the North Viet-
namese in South Vietnam—how many
men are getting into South Vietnam,
how fhey are getting there, what they
take with them, where they get it, and
who is directing them. These are well
known matter that sometimes are
- paraded promiscuously on the pages of
the press. The difficulty is not quite so
insuperable ‘as the Senator suggests.

No one knows better than he and I
what o difficult task it is to wage any
kind of offensive against guerrilla com-
bat, He and I together watched from
helicopters. We know how uncertain it
is to spot enemy troops that are pitter-
pattering down some jungle trail, their
activity quite obscured by fol1age or
‘darkness, But with the kind of organi-
zation we have, we know also that it is
possible to make rather realistic assess-
ments.

We have been talking in specific terms,
publicly, about the number- of first-rate
North Vietnamese troops that have been
used in the past few months; as con-
trasted with the kind of troops that were

- already there, made up of those unhappy
-with the Saigon government. So it
would be impractical to dismiss the feasi-
bility of a day-to-day measurement of
the kind of help that is coming from
North Vietnam. ' _

What we are trying to do is to stabilize
the frontier, to stabilize a weakness in
an area of the world that has remained
for a long time in a state of flux. Once

If that,
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that stablhty comes, as it did in Korea
as it did in Berlin, as it did in ‘West
Germany, it will open. up the widest
spectrum of possibilities and meaningful
discussions about reyniting an area that
has an obvious common denominator.

Some think there may be a united -

Korea. We need not stop thinking about

that possibility, even though a line has

been drawn at the 35th parallel,

There is still much talk of uniting the
two Berlins, as there is about uniting the
two Germanys.

I submit that while we have heen
living with the hard facts of these divided
entities, they offer a reasonable prospect
for stabilizing the area.

The changing conditions of the times
in which we live should lead us to take
continuous readlngs on one of the best
prospects for using discussions or nego-
tiations, or whatever the method may be.

Mr.CHURCH. The Senator fromWy-
oming has made an excellent contribu-
tion to the discussion of this _problem
today. My difference with him is that I
would leave it to the President to set
the conditions which would lead us to
the conference table. I should think
that if we were to insist upon a cordon
sanitaire that was at all megningful, sep-
arating the north from the squth, before
we were willing to talk, we should also

‘insist upon a cease fire in South Vietnam

by the Vietcong rebels, and thus accom-
plish essentially, prior to negotiation, the

very ends we have sought in assisting the

Saigon Government in the first place.

I suggest that such conditions may not
be realistic if our purpose is to go to the
bargaining table. If our purpose is to
cut off the North Vietnamese and to
maintain an impregnable 17th parallel,
we shall find that this will have to be
done with American troops, as we found
in Korea. As the Senator knows, 1
years after the Korean fighting stoppéd
more than 50,000 American troops are
still in Korea, and South Korea continues
to be attached to .us for rations to the
tune of about half a billion dollars a
year.

However, I feel certain that if the

President undertakes to go to the bar-.

gaining table in southeast Asia, he will
first set the conditions under which he
will be willing to explore a settlement
there. How those conditions may vary
from the ones the Senator from Wyo-

. ming is now proposing, time will tell.

Mr. McGEE. I thank the Senator. I
reiterate that I am mindful of the fact
that the distmguished Senator from
Idaho and the present presiding officer
have another very important engage-
ment. I am afraid that I am imprison-
ing them by the fact that I am the only
other Senator left here at this moment.

Both the Senator from South Dakota
and the Senator from Idaho have con-
tinually referred to the fact that the old
domino theory no longer obtains in this
situation. If we are willing to accept the
statement that it no longer obtains, it is
a little easier to understand how they
can proceed to jump to the conclusion
that they can risk a negotiation at this
particular moment. But I strongly deny
such an assumption.

It is my judgment that the domino
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theory is valid at the present moment.
And it would be inconceivable to me that
if there were to be a weakening of our
position in south Asia and Americans
were to even indicate an intention to pull
off from _the shore and watch over the
situation like a. big brother from our air-
craft carriers, it would not bring great
consternation to Bangkok, which the
Communists in the north have already
said is their next objective, and in which
country they are mobilizing their next
campaign in the northeast provinces at
this moment.

Would it not be wiser for Bangkok to
read the writing on the wall and say,
“Perhaps we had_better do something.-
Let us reach an accommodation with
China.” The same thing is true of
Malaysia, and Kuala Lumpur. They
are having trouble there which is in-
stigated by the Chinese.

How much longer could a government
in Ruala Lumpur hold on? What in-
spiration would they have to hold on if
they were to see the forces that have been
their shield of that section of the world
pull off into the Pacific and the China
Sea?

We have learned more recently that
there is new activity and more dissident
groups in the Philippines, It has
reached a crescendo such as they have
not known there in the past 8 or 10
years. Those people are on the move,
And with all of our misgivings about Mr.
Sukarno in Indonesia, there would be
no slight inducement for any group in
Indonesia to take a second look at their
proximity to Communist China if we
were to pull out.

" I am only saying that we should not

‘write off the so-called old-fashioned

domino theory. Call it by some other
name, but the fact remains that if Viet-
nam goes, Cambodia goes, Thailand goes,
Malaysia goes, Indonesia goes, the Phil-
ippines go. This is only the proverbal
camel’s nose in the tent.

The real target of the Communist
Chinese, as we all know, is the great
underbelly of Asia, the Indian subcon-
tinent. That is why I think we need to
fake a cold and hard, but rational look
at what is really at stake in our position
1n southeast Asia
commitment in southeast Asia may be
required. It may take more troops. I
do not know. I cannot know now. But,
there are those who will have to make
that decision. "It may take more money.
Who knows? )

I am only saying that in the context
of the history of the cold war, we have
proved that when the chips are down in
the ecritical crisis points around the
globe, we are willing.to risk everything
in order to stand tall. And this has been
the policy that Moscow understood. It
is a policy that even the Chinese might
understand. We have invested too
much—we have risked too much until
now to fritter it away with indecision at
this moment, for fully as much rests on
the right decision in Vietnam as rested
on_the right decision in Greece, Berlin,
Germany, or Korea.

That is the reason, it seems to me, that

we may’_'e,venAr_each the point at th_lch
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the President, speaking for all of us, may
have to spell this out very carefully on
a great-public occasion. That would be
an address not only to our own people,
but also to the people of the world in
" which he would make it abundantly clear
that we are not about to forfeit what we
have already invested, including so much
of our treasure and so many of our lives,
by looking for an easy, bargain-base-
ment way out of a tough situation.

I repeat that in the opening of the col-
loquy with the Senator from Idaho some
time ago, what we strive for now is not
a free government in Vietnam, not
democracy. Those are a long way off.
We are there to try to win the chance
for such a future in that area.

The price we have already paid for
that chance ought to haunt us every
night. And what we do with that chance
will determine the course of the history
of our time.

Mr. President, I oppose negotiations
over Vietnam now. There is no reason
to believe that negotiations would in any
way strengthen or in other ways improve
the position of the free world in that
critical quarter of the globe. Do not
mistake me. I believe that some time
there must be neogtiations. In these
talks we should lead from strength, not
from weakness. We should be prepared
to define in specific terms our aims and
our goals in Asia. In short, we must set
our united effort now to preparing the
way for ultimate negotiations.

Why not now? Many factors should
persuade us to work toward a better mo-
ment to negotiate—a moment which we
can predetermine and whose dimensions
we can define. As the senior Senator
from Idsho [Mr. CrurcH] has so cor-
rectly put it, we have great bargaining
position at our command. Unfortu-
nately, however, we have not deployed
those advantages as skillfully as we
might. A cursory glance at the confu-
sion in Indochina which now surrounds
our presence there ought to be sufficient
to prove the point. Our own stance is
caught in the crossfire between the
determination to stop military penetra-
tion from the north and civil disobedi-
ence from the south. It is caught be-
tween the contradictions of guerrilla
infiltration in the geographical interior
on the one hand, and the moral and
spiritual human interior on the other.
A% this very moment we witness—after
an expenditure both in material and
in lives—an actual intensification of the
agression from the north. More than
ever before in the tortuous years of
fighting in southeast Asia, the tune to
which the guerrillas dance is being played
in Hanoi. And the tactical plays to
which they are resorting in their
mounting program of harassment are
being quarterpacked from the same
source. It is not without point that re-
cent word coming out of both Hanoi and
Peiping represents the two capitals as
boasting with confidence that the
American presence in southeast Asia is
nearing its end. Some few have eyen
gone so far as to flatly forecast that the
U.S. Army will be out of Vietnam within
a year, or at most 2 years.

Thus, with American billets being
blown up, American airstrips being
heavily damaged by mortar fire, with
the infiliration of American positions
being accelerated in spite of a deploy-
ment of increasing numbers of American
troops, it can hardly be argued that we
have thus won a position of strength
from which we can advantageously ne-
gotiate a settlement in the East.

1 fully appreciate the mood of the peo-
ple of America at this moment as many of
them seem to be saying, “Let’s have an-
other look and find a graceful way out.”
Like the distinguished junior Senator
from South Dakota [Mr. McGoveRrN], I,
too, have received a volume of mail ad-
votating just that. But may I respect-
fully submit, this is no time to be taking
polls or putting our political fingers in
the wind in order to determine which
direction we ought to go. One has to
hark back only 30 years in our country’s
recent past to recall another time when
we tried desperately to reason ourselves
out of the necessity for stopping Hitler
and Mussolini. In those years, sincere
and honorable leaders of our country
played upon the mounting hopes for
peace as reflected in the public mind.
In hindsight, however, we can se¢ that
too many people in those days preferred

wishful thinking about peace to realistic -

thinking about war. And while our cur-
rent debates on policy in Vietnam are
dotted with protestations of faith in the
international role of our country and of
denials that anyone is returning to the
old isolationism, may I submit that in
the decade of the 1960's the new isola-
tionism; namely, that of quitting the job
of rebalancing the world before the task
is completed, could be just as disastrous
as the old isolationism of the 1930’s.
Some of the greatest and most respected
voices in this body are being raised in
that category. I believe they are wrong
and that history will prove them wrong.

Unfortunately, the isolationists of
World War II were never really defeated.
They only went undergfound. Even now
their heads are popping up once again,
But now their ranks are being j’oined by
others who are understandably impa-
tient, frustrated, or just plain fed up with
the sequence of crises along the frontiers
of the world. This resurgent new isola-
tionism of the 1960’s jeopardizes the
prospects of our ultimate triumph in
winning the chance to do something
about a better world.

The answer to why we must now deter-
mine to stand tall in Vietnam is most
clearly seen in the perspective of the
cold war itself. In the wake of World
War II, indeed, as following all of the
great wars of history, the delicate polti-
ical balances of the world were in a
desperate state of discombobulation.
Usually it falls to the victor, or victors,
to reconstitute a new balance as a sub-
stitute for a continuation of bhoth the
chaos and anarchy of open warfare.

History thrust upon the people of
America the frightening, but nonetheless
indispensable, task of redrawing the lines
of stability about the power spheres of
the globe. The job ahead was not only
more desperate, but more complicated
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than any of the preceding intervals in
human history. For not only were three
of the great powers left prostrate in the
debacle of defeat; namely, Germany,
Italy, and Japan; but even two of the
victorious giants were compelled by the
ravages of war to abandon.their tradi-
tional power political positions around
“the world; namely, Great Britain and
France. Only the Soviet Union at that
time was in a position to challange and/
or frustrate the reestablishment of a
workable balance. The sequence of
crises between the Soviets and the Amer-
icans for the next several years spells
out the history of that struggle. The
successive challenges from the Kremlin
were-issued in Greece, in Western Europe,
in Berlin. In each instance, our country
made the determination that to yield
at any one of those points would be to
forfeit the chance to achieve a more
stable world balance. American poiley
committed itself even to the point of war
if necessary in order to prevail. As it
turned out, this was the one language
the Soviets seemed best to understand.

More than a century ago Lord Pal-
merston in Britain aptly described the
policy of the Russian bear in a meaning-
ful analogy which applies even now. He
is supposed to have said that the Rus-
sians follow a policy in diplomacy of
constant probing and pressing outward
along their own periphery, seeking soft
spots. Where there was no resistance,
the Russians broke through and ex-
tended their holdings. But where re-
sisted, they pulled back and went else-
where, perhaps to return to the same
spot later when the resistor might relax
his vigilance. This parallel drawn by
the distinguished British Minister a
hundred years ago should not be lost
upon us today. For our long and tortous
years of cold war have served to under-
score the validity of Palmerston’s anal-
ysis. It is well to note, incidentally, that
all of this preceded Lenin, and Stalin,
and the Soviet Marxists and that per-
haps we would do well to characterize
what is taking place today less in terms
of world communism and more in terms
of world imperialism if we are to be
accurate in our assessment of the policies
of either Moscow or Peiping.

To resume the course of cold war
policy, once the Soviets were stopped in
Europe, they turned to a new tactical
maneuver as they probed for new weak-
ness along the frontlines of power poli-
tics; namely, in Korea. There the issue
was Iimited war, and there the answer
arrived at by the Americans was the
same—the drawing of a firm line along
the 38th parallel across which neither
side dared to venture with impunity.

The next stage of tactical coldwars-
manship centered in the nuclear rivalry
between the two surviving giants of the
last war. And for a long time the com-
plete policy projection focused on what
was commonly referred to as the big war
or a nuclear holocaust. Once this new-
est thrust was blunted by the establish-
ment of substantial superiority in the
free world, the focus shifted to a develop-
ment that had been underway for sev-
eral years—transferring the battle~
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ground to the economic and psychologi-
cal realm sometimes characterized for
the stomachs of man and the minds of
men. Here again the Communists failed
miserably. They failed to gratify or to
hold out measurable hope to the dreams
of the literally billions of people whose
expectations of a better life had been
triggered by the collapse of the old co-
lonial empires and by a resurgent na-
tionalism everywhere around the globe.

And so now we find the tactic shifting
again, along with the center of command.
It is moving from the focus in the West-
ern World, always excepting Korea, to the
mysterious lands of the East, with the
initiative coming less from Moscow and
more from Peiping, The device was to be
guerrilla warfare, Guerrilla combat is
the ugliest, dirtiest, least decisive kind of
war of all.
always lies with the guerrillas. Our own
observers remind us that for every one
guerrilla, the defending forces require
10 to 20 combat troops.

This disproportion in manpower alone
underscores the extreme difficulty of
winning this kind of conflict. If means
that whenever the Vietcong smuggle a
thousand men ogver the line into the
south, they have, in effect, achieved the
impact of an entire division. To com-
pound the hazards, guerrilla tactics do
not permit an open confrontation or
even the successful seizure of an objec-
tive.. Success to them is measured only
in terms of hit and run. Their supply
lines, moreover, are virtually indiscerni-
ble as they pitterpat down an obscure
jungle path, generally under cover of
darkness.
tion, provoke panic and wreak havoc in
any community which they preselect as
the target for tonight. However vicious,
and unsavory, and costly, and maddening
these tactics may seem to us, it is impor-
tant that we put them in their proper
perspective. They constitute simply an-
other face of Communist tactical probing
actions, searching out weakness along
the thin line of separating them from
their ambitipns—a line drawn and
manned largely by the United States and
its allies. It is in this context that the
importance of drawing a firm line and
holding it in east Asia should become
more obvious. We should not forget that
the world is still round, and the balance
of power is as much at stake in Indo-
china as it was in Greece or in Berlin,
While it is currently popular to ridicule
the domino theory in southeast Asia, its
validity cannot be wished away by a tor-
rent of words. For if China indeed pre-
vails in Vietnam, who can persuade the
Thais, or the Malaysians, or the Filipinos,
or even the Cambodians or Indonesians
that they still have a chance to stand in-
dependently of the colossus of the
north-—Peiping?

Already the Communists have made it
clear that Bangkok is the next target.
Demonstrations in Kuala Lumpur, Jak-
harta, and Manila serve as sobering re-
minders that there are plenty of voices
and bosses waiting for the signals from
the mainland. The combined natural
resources of southeast Asfa have been
attractive to most of the great imperial
powers of all time and have invited

In it, the initial advantage

Their terror tactics, in addi-

seizure from the days of the colonial cap-
itals of Europe in the 16th and 17th cen-
turies down through the Japanese in
1941, There is no reason to think that
the assessment of the importance of
these resources has changed in Peiping
Rubber, tin, oil, and rice together repre-
sent significant additions to the main-
land of China. All of these added to the
human resources involved and the psy-
chological gains to be realized, has
whetted both the appetite and the super-
confidence of the Chinese Communists
that theirs indeed is the wave of the
future. It would only be a matter of tim-
ing when they would then prepare fto
break through Burma into the great
underbelly of Asia, the vast Indian sub-
continent., What then will have hap-
pened to our noble intentions of redress-
ing the power balances of the world to
the advantage of freedom and inde-
pendent nationalities?
PLAN OF ACTION

When the American position in Viet-

-nam is viewed within the context of the

perspective of 20 years of cold war it be-
comes more clear what our course of ac-
tion must be. This should include the
following steps:

First. Announce the drawing of a firm
line along the 17th parallel and projected
westward along a route to conform with
the independent status of the other coun-
tries bordering on China, making it clear
that we intend to tolerate no breaches of
that line and that, starting along the
17th parallel, the Vietcong inflltrations
from the north must cease at once.

Second. If within a specified number
of days the Vietnamese do not cut off
their probing activities across the line,
we should announce our intentions to
bomb all military bases, airfields, mar-
shaling areas, and encampments in
North Vietnam.

Third. If this still does not persuade
them of our intention to stand in south-
east Asia, then we should announce that
we will proceed to the bombing of logistic
targets—bridges and transportation
lines.

Fourth. S8hould the above measures
still not persuade the Vietcong of our full
intentions, we should also announce that
we shall next proceed to the bombing of
industrial centers and other obvious sup-
ply targets in support of their military
effort.

Fifth. Simultaneously, we should make
clear that we are ready to talk, that we
are prepared to negotiate a reasonable
settlement in Indochina. We should
make it clear, however, that the 17th
parallel and the land below it are not
negotiable. In the words of the late
President Kennedy:

We are willing to negotlate freely, but
never willing to negotilate freedom.

Sixth. We should make it crystal clear
to both Hanol and to Peiping, and inci-
dentally to the world at large, that we
have no territorial ambitions anywhere
in Asia~—or around the globe, for that
matter—that we have no designs on their
government or thelr internal politics.
They must wrestle with their own in-
ternal futures as far as we are econesrned.

None of us can know for sure how this
proposal may be received. Obviously, we
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have to plan for the worst and hope for
the best. However, a projection of mili-
tary action alone might only escalate into
war through accident or misunderstand-
ing. On the other hand, a negotiation
drive by itself could leave something -
neither satisfying or definitive in the
power status in the east. But combined,
they would seem to offer the best chance
to bring a sense of relative stability in
southeast Asia. And it has the great
advantage of clearing up the many un-
certainties- surrounding the American
position in Asia. There would be ample
reason to hope that this kind of language
would get through to Hanoi. Very prob-
ably Ho Chi Minh no more relishes the
prospect of domination by Peiping than
do the other governments in his part of
the world. The net effect of the plan
would be to force the Vietcong to ex-
amine their cards once again and to
reassess thelr judgment on the price they
are willing to pay for their gamble to the
south.

Obviously, lurking in the background
of such a proposal is the far more sinister
prospect of the response in Peiping.
‘While we would hope it would serve as a
deterrent to them in their calculations-
for the future, we would not dare rule
out the possibility that they might de-
clare war. This is the question that the
Chinese alone must determine. Are they
ready or willing to commit their 2 to 3
milllon trained men to a venture in
southeast Asla at this time? Most ob-
servers think not; but if they should
make that decision, it means that this is
the price they are willing to pay at any
time for the region, and better we know
1t sooner rather than later. If in the
lexicon of Communist Chinese tactics
and strategy it is already written that
they are willing to pay the supreme price
for Indochina, it is better than we know
it now than to discover it plecemeal afier
it is too late.

Like the fateful days of Munich in
1938, the unknown qualities of the an-
swer to the central question of Chinese
intentions haunt us even more so today.
Arnold Toynbee once reminded us that
history repeats itself only when man
makes the same mistakes over again.
This is no time for another Munich.

Remembering, as we do, the several
instances in which we as a Nation have
been willing to risk all-out war during the
last 20 years, it is important that we not
forfeit what we have gained to date by
a momentary lapse in our determination
to seal off the forces of world imperial-
ism. Indeed, there are substantive rea-
sohs to believe that the Chinese are only
probing and are in no position to pay
such a price. In any event, such a
strong affirmation from the United
States would almost certainly do wonders
for the morale of the nations now living
on the brink of such vast uncertainties
in southeast Asia. The climax to such
an American projection might then well
be a nationwide——indeed, a worldwide—
television and radio appearance by the
President of the United States in which
he would spell out in precise terms these
objections very much in the manner in
which the late President Xennedy
spelled them out on Cuba in that fateful
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October of 1962. This would have the
advantage of galvanizing world atten-
tion and opinion and at the same time
of reaffirming America’s desire to take
nothing away from anybody, nor to in-
vade, as an aggressor, the real estate of
any power in Asia. At the same time,
it would serve notice on the Peiping
crowd that we do indeed intend to stay
and to fight if that is their cholce.

The 1930°s taught us that we cannot
appease the mighty or the ambitious, but
the 1950’s and the 1960°s have taught us
that they can be contained and even
stopped short of a big war. It is the
calculated risk we have to take now.
And from such a stance the United
States would then be in a position to lead
from strength in any proposal for dis-
cussions or negotiations on drawing a

firmm line across the south of Asia and’

across which neither side would dare to
venture recklessly or irresponsibly in the
future. Such, it seems to me, is the best
hope for a constructive policy of Ameri-
can leadership i the present crisis in
south Asia.

The acceptance of these terms and an
observance of the I7th parallel as the
dividing line would mean the prospect
of living with two Vietnams.

While the concept of two Vietnams
might not be the most desirable, we now
live with two Koreas, two Chinas, two
Berlins, and two Germanys; and this has
become & way of life that has at least
provided some degree of stability around
the world. The line drawn and main-
tained across Vietnam would be a vital
last link in the chain against the spread
of communism all over the world—a line
protected mainly by the United Stafes—
and we dare not forfeit this link to im-
patience.

While this is not peace, it can be a step
toward it. When the shooting stopped at
the end of World War 1I, there was no
pesace, simply because wars are not waged
for peace. Rather, they are fought in
order to win the chance to make a lasting
peace. And in these 20 years of so-called
cold war, the battle has continued. We
are fighting for the chance. Winning
that chance must preceede winning the
peace. The price we have already paid
for that chance ought to haunt us every
night. What we do with that chance
may even now hang in the balance in
Vietnam. How weé marshal our deter-
mination to continue our efforts unabated
by the tendency of digression or with-
drawal is likely to determine the course
of this history of our time and, in so do-
ing, the dimensions of the peace for
which we all strive.

RECESS UNTIL 10 AM. TOMORROW

“Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, in ac-
cordance with the previous order I move
that the Senate stand in recess until 10
o’clock tomorrow morning.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 7
o’clock and 28 minutes p.m.) the Senate
took a recess, in accordance with the
previous order, until tomorrow, Thurs-
day, February 18, 1965, at 10 o’clock a.m.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate February 17, 1965:
PosT QrFICE DEPARTMENT

John A. Gronouski, of Wisconsin, to be
Postmaster General.

U.S. ATTORNEY

William P, Copple, of Arizona, to be U.S.
attorney for the distriet of Arizona for the
term of 4 years, vice Charles A. Muecke, re~
signed.

U.8. ApvisoRY COMMISSION ON INTERNATIONAL
EDUCATIONAL AND CULTURAL AFFAIRS

Arnold M. Plcker, of New York, to be a
member of the U.8. Advisory Commission on
International Educational and Cultural Af-
fairs for the remainder of the term expiring
May 11, 1965, and until his successor is ap~
polated and has gualified.

The following-named persons to be mem-
bers of the U.S. Advisory Commission on In~
ternational Educational and Cultural Affairs
for terms of 3 years expiring May 11, 1967,
and until thelr successors are appointed and
have gualified:

Dr. Homer Daniels Babbidge, Jr., of Con-
necticut.

Dr. Walter Johnson, of Illinois.

Dr. Roy E. Larsen, of Connecticut.

IN THE ARMY

The following-named officer under the pro-
visions of title 10, United States Code, section
3066, to be assigned to a position of impor-
tance and responsibility designated by the
President under subsection (a) of section
30686, in grade as follows:

Maj. Gen. Ralph Edward Haines, Jr.,
019849, U.B. Army, in the grade of lieutenant
general.

IN THE NAVY

Having designated, under the provisions of
title 10, United States Code, section 5331,
Vice Adm. Roy L. Johnson, U.8. Navy, for
commands and other duties determined by
the President to be within the contempla-
tion of sajid section, I nominate him for ap-
pointment to the grade of admiral while so
sgerving,

Having designated, under the provisions of
title 10, United States Code, section 5231,
Rear Adm. Paul P. Blackburn, Jr., U.8. Navy,
for commands and other duties determined
by the President to be within the contem-
plation of said section, I nominate him for
appointment to the grade of vice admiral
while so serving.

N THE ARMY

The following-named officers for appolnt-
ment in the Regular Armny of the United
States to the grade indicated, under the pro-
visions of title 10, United States Code, sec-
tions 3284, 3306, and 3307:

To be major generals

Maj. Gen. Charles Salvatore D'Orsa,
018866, Army of the Unlted States (brigadier
general, U.S. Army}.

Maj. Gen. Herbert George Sparrow, 019003,
Army of the United States (brigadier gen-
eral, U.8. Army).

Ma]. Gen. Oren Eugeme Hurlbut, 018077,
Army of the United States (bripadier gen-

" eral, U8. Army).

Maj. Gen. David Parker CGibbs, 019189,
Army of the United States (brigadier gen-
eral, U.8. Army).

Maj. Gen. Thomas Heber Lipscomb, 0198371,
Army of the United States (brigadier gen-
eral, U.8. Army).

Maj. Gen. Jonathan Owen Seaman, 019385,
Army of the United States (brigadier gen-
eral, US. Army).

Maj}. Gen. John Francis Franklin, Jr.,
019476, Army of the United States (brigadier
general, U.8. Army).
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Meaj. Gen. Andrew Jackson Boyle, 019924,
Army of the United States (brigadier gen-
eral, U.S. Army}.

Maj. Gen. Robert Carson Kyser, 019535,
Army of the Unlted States (brigadier gen-
eral, U.8. Army).

Maj. Gen. Harry Jacob Lemley, Jr., 019756,
Army of the United States (brigadier gen-
eral, U.S. Army).

Maj. Gen. Hugh McClellan Exton, O19780,"
Army of the United States (brigadier gen-
eral, U.S. Army).

Maj. Gen. Harry Herndon Critz, 019786,
Army of the United States (brigadier gen-
eral, U.S. Army).

Ma]. Gen. Eugene Albert Balet, 030790,
Army of the United States (brigadier gen-
eral, U.8. Army).

Lt. Gen. Bruce Palmer, Jr,, 020117, Army
of the United States (brigadier general, U.S,
Army).

Maj. Gen. William Reeves Shuler, 020118,
Army of the United States (brigadier gen-
eral, U.8. Army).

Ma}. Gen. James Benjamin Lampert,
020147, Army of the United States (brigadier
general, U.S. Army).

Maj. Gen. John Edward Kelly, 020136,
Army of the United States (brigadier gen-
eral, U.S, Army).

Maj. Gen. Selwyn Dyson Smith, Jr., 020194,
Army of the United States (brigadier gen-
eral, U.S. Army).

Gen. William Childs Westmoreland,
020223, Army of the United States (brigadier
general, U.S. Army).

Maj. Gen. Beveriey Evans Powell, 020237,
Army of the United States (brigadier general,
U.S. Army).

Maj. Gen. John Arnold Heintges, 020281,
Army of the United States (brigadier gen-
eral, U.S. Army).

Gen, Creighton Willlams Abrams, Jr..
020296, Army of the United States (brigadier
general, U.8. Army).

Lt. Gen. John Hersey Michaelis, 020328,
Army of the United States (brigadier gen-
eral, U.8. Army).

Me). Gen. Edwin HMeéss Burba, 081618, Army
of the United States (brigadier general, U.E.
Army).

Ma]. Gen. John Graham Zierdt, 020632,
Army of the United States (brigadier gen-
eral, U.S. Army).

To be brigadier generals

Brig. Gen. Joseph Wilson Johnston,
030462, Army of the Unlted States (colonel,
U.S. Army).

Brig. Gen. Cornells De Witt Willcox Lang,
018734, Army of the United States (colonel,
U.B. Army).

Brig. Gen. Clarence Carl Haug, 018728,
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S,
Army).

Brig. Gen. Frank Alexander Osmauanski,
019745, Army of the United States (colonel,
U.S. Army).

Brig. Gen. Charles Albert Symroski, 019753,
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S.
Army).

Brig. Gen. Robert Rigby Glass, Q19765,
Army of the United States (colonel, U.8.
Army.)

Brig. Gen. Francis Johnstone Murdoch, Jr.,
019853, Army of the United States (colonel,
U.S. Army).

Brig. Gen. Lawrence Edward Schlanser,
019886, Army of the United States (colonel,
U.S. Army).

Brig. Gen. John Allen Beall, Jr., 0194907,
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S.
Army}.

Brig. Gen. George Madison Jones, (019965,
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S.
Army).

Brig. Gen. Melville Brown Coburn, (19973,
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S.
Army).
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kind will have no more war, but submits to
the merciful arbitration of God instead.

Who are we to say that for our ease we
sought at once to preak off resistance and ne-
gotiate a settlement that can only prove to be
a moratorlum until a bitterer day? That
counsel of weakness, all too common in
church circles these days, falls to embrace the
deeper paradox expressed by Lincoln: that
even though the foreground may be filled
with bombs bursting in air and all the moral
stench of war, yet this is-only to be seen
against the broad background of God’s wider
purpose, by which suffering becomes the
womb of salvation, an instrument of cleans-
ing and redeeming, even as Christ upon His
cross set new meaning to life and gave us the
power to be sons of God.

What can we do, we ordinary citizens,
about the war In Vietnam? well, first we
can have the courage to suffer, and the pa-
tient faith to long endure, knowing as did
Abraham, Lincoln that the right, which only
God can-let us glimpse, is in His hands and

‘not our own. “God is not bound,” cried the
saint, “and therefore I suffer all things.” It
is high time, I would think, that we under-
stand how those two things go together. He

. who walts upon the Lord musb often bear
outrage at the hands of them that will not
walt, but would take fate violently Into
thelr own hands. Let us not be so near-
slghted as to think that we can extricate
ourselves from the evil, if God’s judgment
has yet to be fulfilled in the world.” Until
then we must not, we cannot, shrink from
the battle, if perchance we might be chosen
as the Instruments of His will.

Now this last is a mighty blg *“if.” But
1t was a proposition in which Lincoln deeply
believed. It was the other profound mean-
ing that he discerned in the holocaust
aground him, 'The first was God’s judgment
upon all, both North and South. The second
wasd God's promise that if the compact of
liberty embedded in the American Constitu-
tlon might survive, 1t could become the holy
grail of all mankind, the sacred offering,
bought with blood, of one people to all. It
was 'this that made the suffering endurable.
“In giving freedom to the slave,” he wrote,
“we assure freedom to the free—honorable
alike in what we give and what we preserve.
We shall nobly save or meanly lose the last,
best hope of earth.”

What Lincoln saw was the corporateness
of life, and that God fashions a destiny not
just for your life or mine as individuals but
for the whole tissue of soclety together. *We
fight,” sald St. Paul, “against principalities
and powers,” which 1s to say against evil on
8 cosmic scale. And on that same scale God
ordains for all mankind a majestic prize,
which is the brotherhood of freedom and the
generosity of peace unlversal, The meaning
of each man’s life and the moral glory of a
chosen. race is rooted In God’s commission
to fight in such a cause, on such a scale.
*Pherefore freedom, as Lincoln said, is Indi-
visible; it cannot be divided. It has no real-
ity if all do not enjoy its blessing. The
horlzon of southerners and northern aboll-
tionists allke was too circumscribed to descry
the necessity of that ultimate unity. Each
in his way proposed to bind the word of
God, and thus they move the crown of
thorns upon the embattled head of the
President. )

But now, as history has marched across
another century, we are given to see an even
broader horizon than Lincoln saw. If he un-
derstood that liberty could be based on
nothing less than a continent, we must per-
teive 1ts worldwide dimension. The present
conflict in Vietnam is not just an Incidental
entanglement in which somehow we have
been unfortunately involved. It is rather
the momentary focal point of a titanic strug-
gle to determine in every valley of earth
whether man can fulfill the image that God
has imprinted on his brow or whether he

f
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must ever remain under the bondage of
blindness and human chicanery.

There are, of course, as there have always
been, narrow men who cannot read that
broad canvas now spread before us. Preoc-
cupled with the immedlate locale of conilict,
they would end the evil as if the freedom of
the human race was not interconnected; as
if we could give up all of Asia to the serf-
dom of ‘darkness and still rejolce in the light
of freedom on this slde of the world.

It is, I think, too bad that our present
Jeaders have chosen the word “retaliation” to
explaln our recent actions; for, despite the
use of this childish word, retaliation is cer-
talnly not our policy. Tit for tat is not &
policy at all, but only the petulant response
of an angry adolescent.

Rather should it be plainly declared that
we have accepted the dire risk of wider com-
bat because we must make it unmistakably
evident that we will not abandon the moral
calling which God has lald upon us. We
will not give up; we will use every means to
persuade others that attack is futlle; we
believe In this thing that is called freedom,
even though 1t requires the sacifice of our
very llves In the distant skles of an alien
land.

We believe in this, let us acknowledge it,
not because we find the free way of life con-
genial and, in fact, prosperous to boot, but
because on the mileposts of history we have
seen the signs of Providence: God will have
it no other way than that all men one day
shall walk upright in His kingdom, falr and
free. It may indeed appear presumptuous
to suppose that for so great a destiny, God
has chosen us as His instruments. Yet if
at the beginning we recognize His judgment
first, his abhorrence of ‘our abysmal un-
worthiness, the hollowness of all our per-
verted pretenslon——if, like Lincoln, we hum-
bly lay our sin before Him at the very begin-
ning, then may we not look to the promise,
the scared calling of a people made worthy
by grace to give its life on a cross, if it must

«be, for the sake of a happler resurrection

which God has In store for us and for all
men. “Take up thy cross,” sald Christ, “and
follow me.”

THE COMMERCIALIZATION OF
GEORGE WASHINGTON'S BIRTIH-
DAY

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, next
Monday, this great Republic of 190 mil-
lion people will commemorate the 233d
anniversary of the birthday of the fath-
er of our country, our first Commander
in Chief, our first President—George
Washington.,

Any schoolboy knows that much about
February 22 and American history. Any
schoolboy believes that date is important,
even though he may not swallow the
cherry tree legend anymore. )

The average school child, like the aver-
age American, does not yet know that
we in this great Nation’s Capital do
know about February 22: That this date
has been taken over by the supermer-
chandisers, that the Federal District of
this great commercially oriented com-
monwealth, which General and President
Washington had such & great part in
founding and establishing under just law,
the hallowed line may be replaced by
this new pitch: .

First in price, first In sales, and first In
merchandising for its countrymen,

The massive buildup has been under-
way for days in the Nation’s Capital.
By radio, TV, newspapers, handbills,
billboards, and even sandwich signs, day

2735

and night at full blast, the citizens of the
Natlon’s Capital are having dinned into
their ears the new price-tag meaning
that has been unfortunately attached to
the birthday of George Washington.

In every retail establishment in the
metropolitan area, the forces are being
mobilized, a travail of preparation for a
so-called birthday celebration is under-
way. This furious actlvity occupies
Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday, Thurs-
day, Friday, Saturday of this week—and,
yes, even Sunday of the next.

Then on Mondays-—bang, bang, bang—
comes the great climax as the cash regis-
ters toll the day in beautiful but raucous
cacophony.

Who knows, perhaps it will be the first
$10 million sales day in the city that
bears his name. Ah, the thrill of cele-
bration that is ahead.

Each year, in recent years, while this
birthday carnival of sales, sales, sales,
occupies thousands on the nearby streets,
I have come to this Chamber to listen
intently to our annual reading of Presi-
dent Washington’s Farewell Address.
This is a delightful custom. Fach year,
he seems to be speaking directly to us
on some issue pending for that day. His
fatherly advice always seems to be in
point and to the point directly.

I have yet to catch even a hint from
his farewell message about the merchan-
dising spree that rules the ecity beyond
Capitol Hill.

The bargain boosters and the mer-
chandising geniuses may have gone too
far. Had they stopped with a dignified
sales festival in memory of a frugal Presi-
dent—our first President—then, perhaps,
it might have been taken as a tribute to
him as the godfather of all U.S. entre-
preneurs. This might not have been such
a bad idea in this loyal and dedicated
constituency—commemorating the birth
of its namesake.

But, as February 22 has been given a
fancy and profitable veneer in the mar-
ketplace of Washington, D.C., other dates
throughout the year have undergone
more blatant commercialization. Thus,
Labor Day becomes a back-to-school ex-
travaganza, Thanksglving a preholiday
shopping spree for the winter stockpile
of strong spirits, Valentine’s Day a frolie
for the lingerie buyers, and——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator from Oklahoma has ex-
pired.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that I may pro-
ceed for 2 additional minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MONRONEY. On Mother’s Day,

“an excuse is made for spending in honor

of that greatest of institutions—mother-
hood; Easter, of course, for bonnets, ban-
gles, and bunnies.

Let us not even mention Christmas.
The . exploitation that has occurred
throughout Christendom, often in de-
nigration of the birth of our Saviour, is
a subject too well understood to be dwelt
upon.

In view of the cynicism now rampant
in the name of commerce between the
several States and the spread of the pro-
motional gimmick based on his birthday,
I wonder whether the Founding Fathers

¢
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should not have gone a little further and
agreed to tighter language in the clause
that limits the power of Congress to reg-
ulate commerce only between the several
States.

Maybe our forefathers should have
permitted regulation of intrastate com-
merce by Congress on matters other than
minimum wages and civil rights. Per-
haps they should have foreseen the fren-
zied efforts of local merchants to clear
the shelves of the “cats and dogs” that
remain unsold even after the Christmas
shopping and even after the January
white sales.

Perhaps we can now find & solution.
Perhaps our young people can be re-
crited for an antipoverty program to
relieve the eager beaver advertising men
who now seek to stave off hunger with
their annual Washington’s birthday sales
buildup.

Perhaps we can go a step beyond the
Peace Corps—to a Sales Corps, or maybe
send this long-neglected merchandise
with the Peace Corps men into the “have-
not” areas in the world. The beads and
trinkets that helped win the West might
even now have modern substitiutes.
Could not this slow-moving merchandise
still be distributed somewhere on the
frontier? Or, perhaps, on the new fron-
tier? What betier succor for the de-
pressed areas of Appalachia or, for that
matter, the deprived Paradise Valley of
Arizona?

No, we have not heard anything in the
annual February, 22 birthday recital in
the Senate about the merchandising
spectacular.

Maybe George Washington was speak-
ing to us, as ever, in a subtle way, or even
in a subtle voice. He would talk about
frugality and paying as you go. He
would, at the same time, hold out the
need for fiscal responsibility for his gov~
ernment of the District of Columbia.
But, he did not say anything about per-
sonal frugality.

Because the District of Columbia gov-
ernment is dependent upon a high vol-
ume income from a sales tax, perhaps
" he brought up fiscal stability to govern-
‘ment while playing “heck” with personal
fiscal stability. But, like the old bar-
room song:

“My father's a typewriter vendor,

My mother will merchandise gin,
My uncle he takes in the laundry,

My gosh how the money rolls in.”

The fiscal affairs of the District will be
preserved, provided—and this is a big
provided—of course, that the merchants
do not cut the price quite so close as they
claim to be doing on rmost of their stock.
Volume is important, but too deep cuts
would cut down on the District sales tax
final take.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

\"/SITUATION IN VIETNAM

Mr. LAUSCHE., Mr. President, I
heard the acting majority leader make
a statement that the leaders of the mi-
nority in the House and Senate have
expressed approval of the President’s
course in South Vietnam.

I am glad to hear that statement made.
It appears to me that this item is of such
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importance that voices from the Con-
gress should be heard throughout the
country so that uniformed citizens may
obtain knowledge of the facts and bet-
ter be able to guide themselves on the
course that we should follow.

I have been a member of the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations for 7 years.
The subject of southeast Asia and Viet-
nam has been one of importance. It has
been especially significant to me because
I am chairman of the Subcommittee on
Far Eastern Affairs of the Foreigh Rela-
tions Committee.

In the hearings held on former Indo-
china, the witnesses who appeared rep-
resenting the respective Presidents since
1956—the Secretaries.of State, the Secre-
taries of Defense, and the members of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff—without exception
declared that our presence in Asia was
primarily fo protect the security and life
of the United States.

While the Presidents did not appear
before the committee, their representa-
tives did. Everyone, without exception,
stated that for the protection of our
shores and our lives and the security of
our Nation, we could not afford to pull
out of South Vietnam.

Presidents Truman, Eisenhower, Ken-
nedy, and Johnson, recognizing their
grave responsibility to the Nation, and
the grave consequences that might re-
sult from Involvement, nevertheless
stated flatly that we could not pull out
without endangering the security of our
land, which has given so much to all
of us.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I ask that I may pro-
ceed for 2 additional minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the Senator may proceed.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Testimony has been
given to.the effect that if we pull out,
the first line of defense, instead of be-
Ing 5,000 miles away, will be brought to
Hawail and to the continental shores of
the United States. '

The words of these leaders in describ-
ing the need for staying in southeast
Asia cannot be disregarded.

Let us consider the problem which is
immediately facing us. The problem is
not the product of our acts. We com-
mitted no overt acts of aggression. Our
men were killed and our property was
destroyed and our flag was pulled down.

My question 1s: Were we to stand idly
by? Were we to do nothing? Was it
not the duty and responsibility of a na-
tion which believes in integrity and in
performance of obligations, not only to
its own ecitizens but also to those with
whom it has treaties, to assert itself?

If we had done nothing, would that
have been the end of it? It certainly
would not.

Arguments will be made on the floor
today to the effect that we should create
a neutral government in Vietnam. The
argument will be made that we should
create a neutralized coalition govern-
ment. To Senators who make that argu-
ment I say, Let us look back to develop-
ments since World War II. Can they
point to a single instance when a coali-
tion government or a neutral govern-
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ment worked out in accordance with the
anticipation when the agreement was
made?

What happened to Poland, to Hungary,
to Rumania, to Yugoslavia, and to
Czechoslovakia? What is happening to
Laos since a neutral, coalition agree-
ment went into effect in 19629

Finally, what has happened in China,
the source of all our troubles? A coali-
tion government was forced upon Chiang
Kai-shek. He worked diligently to make
a coalition government live. The Com-
munists broke their word. They have
broken their word every time a neutral
government has been set up.

Now we are told that we should pull
out. Pull out to where? Will that he
the end of our troubles? Would we not
immediately have trouble in Thailand,
in the Philippines, and probably in Aus-
tralia? When people say we should pull
out, I ask the question: Where to? We
cannot pull out far enough to satisfy the
maw of the Communists.

STATE AND LOCAL ARTS COUNCILS
IN THE UNITED STATES

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the New
York Times of Monday, February 15,
reports that a central office will be es-
tablished by arts councils in the United
States and Canada.

Since New York pioneered in the es-
tablishment of a State arts council 5
years ago, 25 States have followed suit.
There are another 125 private councils
throughout the Nation and, of course,
the National Council, established last
year by legislation which a number of
my colleagues and I had offered.

As the number of these organizations
increases, so do requests for advice and
assistance directed to the Arts Councils
of America, Inc. This nonprofit group
will establish the central office to keep
up with the needs of the expanding arts
council movement.

The New York Times article describes
the growth of councils and the achieve-
ments of several Individual! groups—in-
cluding the Oswego Arts Guild in Os-
wego, N.¥Y, I ask unanimous consent
that the text of the article be printed
at this point in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

ArRTS GROUPS PLAN A CENTRAL OFFICE: REe-
SEARCH SERVICES WILL BE PROVIDED FOR
PUBLIC AND PRIVATE MOVEMENTS—UNTIT'S
EXPANSION CITED: COUNCILS IN UNITED
STATES AND CaNADA To STaFF HEADQUAR-
TERS WITH PAID EMPLOYEES

(By Theodore Strongin)

Arts counclls In the United States and
Canada plan to establish a central head-
quarters staffed with pald employees before
the summer., The office will provide re-
search services for the growing arts council
movement, private and public. Its location
1s still uncertain.

It will be set up by Arts Councils of
America, Inc., a nonprofit organization that
has been trying to keep up with the needs of
the expanding movement with volunteers.

The New York State Council of the Arts
starts its fifth year on March 29. It was
the first State council in this country. Since

it began, 25 States have established arts
councils.
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“(4), the term ‘person’ includes any firm,
corporation, or assoclation.” .

(b) The amendment made by this section _
shall take effect on the first day of the sixth
month beginning after the date of enact-
ment of this Act.

Sec. 2. No amendment made by this Act
shall be construed to repeal, invalidate, su-
persede, or otherwise adversely affect—

(a) the Federal Trade Commission Act or
any statute defined therein as an Antitrust

(b) the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic
Act;

(c) the Hazardous Substance Act; or

(d) any provision of State law which
would be valid in the absence of such amend-
ment unless there is a direct and positive
conflict between such amendment in s ap-
plication to interstate or foreign commerce
and such provision of State law.

Mr. DIRKSEN. The reason for the
request 1s that tomorrow we shall dis-
cuss the question of the reference of the
so-called labeling and packaging bill.
Because it has been modified slightly, the
distinguished chairman of the subcom-
mittee is asking that the bill be referred
to the Committee on Commerce instead
of the Committee on the Judiciary. The
bill has been in the Judiciary Committee
for at least 2 years—perhaps a little
longer. The committee has taken at
least 2,000 pages of testimony. Notwith-
standing the technical change in the
text of the bill, I believe that jurisdie-
tion ought to remain in the Judiciary
Committee. But if not, the bill ought to
go back to the Committee on the Judi-
clary when it has co eted its course
in the Committee Commerce.

E/T US SEARCH FOR PEACE

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
ask unanimous consent that I may be
permitted to speak for an additional 3
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
bjection, it is so ordered.

Mr, YOUNG of Ohio, Mr. President,
it was truly said by a very great Ameri-
can in the search for peace, “Let us
never negotiate out of fear. But let us
never fear to negotiate.”
© Since 1954, we have been involved
against our will in South Vietham.
Three Presidents—Eisenhower, Kennedy,
and Johnson—have properly determined
that were the Communists to take over
southeast Asia and drive us out of South
Vietnam, they would then be in a posi-
tion to take over the Philippines, South
Korea, and in time the outer western
defense of the free world might well be
Australia and Hawali.

Mr. President, we sorrow over the
death of American soldiers on this fron-
tier of freedom in South Vietham. We
should and do take pride in the great
retaliatory blows which have made it
perfectly clear to the Communist dic-
tators of Red China and the Soviet Union
that Americans will never quit under fire,
retreat from southeast Asia, or submit
to Communist aggression.

We will continue to use our tre-
mendous power to aid in repelling Com-
munist aggressors in South Vietnam., Of
course, we must not and we shall not be
bogged down in a land war on the Aslatic
mainland, We know that our planes can
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strike by air from our carriers and float-
ing bases which are invulnerable to
Communist retaliation. We know we are
superior in power on land and sea and
in the air to all nations in the world
combined. .

However, history over 2,000 years
teaches that we must not and we need
not send in land forces—it would seem
unthinkable to do so—against the huge
masses of the Soviet Union and Red
China, where life is valued so cheaply,
for they could overwhelm us on land as
over the centuries they have swallowed
up.and overwhelmed other opponents.

Ours is, we are proud to say, and must
continue to be in this grim period of in-
ternqtional anarchy, & nation vastly
superior in missile power in the air, on
the sea, and under the sea. Even
though the Communist aggression of
Red China and the Soviet Union were to
be combined, they could not successfully
contend against us in the air, on the sea,
or under the sea.

The Communist dictators are now fully
aware of our determination to fulfill our
commitments to South Vietnam. It
would be no slgn of weakness to negotiate
toward a peaceful solution of that con-
flict. .

It seems to me that now is the time to
proclaim to the world that the United
States is ready to meet at Geneva over
the conference table with representatives
of China and North Vietnam and our
allies of the free world to see if we cannot
negotiate a settlement which would leave
South Vietnam a free nation clear of ag-
gressors from the north.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired. .

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent for 2 additional
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Let us remem-
ber that Austria was neutralized by
agreement of the heads of state of the
free world and the Soviet Union, and
Austria has remained absolutely neutral.

Laos was neutralized by agreement of
the Soviet Union and of the free world,
and open warfare has been avoided in
that area.

The limited nuclear test ban treaty,
which was ratified by the Senate by an
overwhelming vote, has not been violated
by the Communists.

I point to these things because we
know that many agreements the Com-
munists have made have been violated
by them, but those which I have men-
tioned have not. Therefore, let us try to
secure commitments from the Commu-
nists of North Vietnam, the Soviet
TUnion, and Red China to leave their
neighbors in South Vietnam alone. Then
we would agree to withdraw our forces,
and to the United Nations could be re-
posed the task of maintaining the peace
in southeast Asia.

However, if such an agreement ¢annot
be arrived at, all Americans are united
behind the policy of the administration
to give a mighty blow to the Communist
aggressors from the north for every blow
suffered from them in South Vietnam.
We shall continue that policy until we
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destroy their installations and drive back
the Communist infiltrators and their
armies, unless they agree to sit down at
the conference table and try to work out
the problems involved as civilized nations
should work out such problems.

THE PRESIDENT'S SUCCESSFUL
PROGRAM FOR THE WAR ON
POVERTY

Mr, RANDOLPH. Mr. President, if
this Nation is to fulfill its destiny, it must
not only be strong and free, but all of
its people must be in a position to par-
ticipate in that freedom. A man with-
out a job, a child without an opportunity,
a woman shackled to poverty—these are
people who cannot fully participate in
this Nation’s freedom.

The President’s program is clearly
designed to eliminate these pockets of
want from our national affluence.

It is not an easy job. But it is a start.
It took courage and determination to
take the first step. Now we have taken
that step.  This Nation is engaged in a
war on poverty. :

The first signs are encouraging, but
we must be prepared for frustrations
and failures, for disappointments and
doubts. The program the President out-
lines is realistic. It appreciates the prob-
lems, but does not duck from the respon-
sibilities.” .

If we do no more in our generation
than break the cycle of poverty—insuring
that the children of poverty do not be-
come the fathers of poverty—our grand-
children will know that we have lived in
historic times.
© Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
the country has already shown that it
approves of our action of last year in
passing the Economic Opportunity Act.
Enthusiastic as I was about the act, I
never thought the response would be so
overwhelming. Hundreds of communi-
tles have already started organizing
themselves for their participation in the
war on poverty. More than 80 percent
of all cities with a population of over
50,000 have taken the necessary steps
for their participation.

There are other ways, too, for measur-
ing the great response to the Economic
Opportunity Act; but I am particularly
pleased that we have obtained this degree
of local community participation. It
demonstrates that there can, in fact, be
a great partnership between the Federal
Government and the local governments
of America in furthering a great national
objective. We must not let these com-
munities down. This Congress must ex-
tend and expand the program in order to
meet the needs of all of our communities.

While the economic opportunity pro-
gram has barely begun, it is al-
ready bringing the poor into the plan-
ning and operation of local programs in
a way that is unknown in any other gov-
ernment programs. Under programs
approved to date, thousands of poor peo-
ple will be working in nonprofessional
jobs, on projects in their own communi-
ties and neighborhoods. Representatives
of the poor and of minority groups are
active participants on the community-
wide boards and commiftees directing

’
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the program. Neighborhood organiza-
tions are being extensively used. This,
in my opinion, is probably the single most
important aspect of the brave beginning
made thus far in the war on poverty.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I
wish to read to my distinguished col-
leagues an excerpt from a letter:

For many years my country, the United
States of Amerlca, has been doing things for
me. I now want to do something for my
country.

This. letter was written by a 66-year-
old retired woodworker who wants to en-
list in the war on poverty. He wrote it
to VISTA, our new domestic version of
the Peace Corps.

Volunteers in Service to America has
received more than 8,000 applications
from young and older Americans who
want to contribute their talents and en-
ergy to this noble domestic effort. More
than 300 communities have asked for
volunteers. The requests for individual
volunteers total 2,500.

The first men and women are already
serving on the front lines of the war on
poverty. They graduated last week from
the tralning course at Camp New Hope,
N.C. Others will graduate next week;
and In the months ahead still others, in
ever larger numbers will begin training.

VISTA—the place where any American
18 years of age or older can make a per-
sonal contribution—is showing that our
citizens are as committed to the war on
poverty as is their Government.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, the
poverty program is now only 4 months
old—and over 500 projects totaling $300
million have been approved. The Presi-
dent’s war on poverty is already becom-
ing every American’s war on poverty.
Community programs have been initiated
through untold hours of uncompensated
work by community leaders and by
thousands of ordinary Americans. The
advertising industry alone has contrib-
uted over $6 million in time to carry the
story to the country. Young people are
volunteering for VISTA assignments for
loeal program work. College students are
tutoring youngsters in deprived areas.
The war on poverty has tapped the wide
vein of idealism in America—and Ameri-
cans are responding in tens of thousands.

Nearly every major business corpora-
tion in America is involved in fighting the
war on poverty. Over 50 have sub-
mitted plans to operate Job Corps camps.
The executives of hundreds of businesses
are already serving on local community
action committees, with many of them
serving as chairmen. Many businesses
have lent the services of their top execu-
tives to special or long-range assignments
in the program. Several retired business
executives have been accepted by the
VISTA volunteers and a number are
working with the Small Business Admin-
istration by helping the poor start and
operate businesses which increase em-
rloyment. Al major networks, billboard
companies, newspaper and magazine
publishers have donated time and space
totaling $6 million for promotion pro-
grams on the war on poverty.

The beginning of the war on poverty
gas ended. There Is so much work to be

one,
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Mr, MONDALE, Mr. President, last
week the American Bar Association, in

its annual convention in New Orleans,

took cognizance of the groundbreaking
efforts of the war on poverty in provid-
ing legal services to the poor. The legal
profession and the public are rapidly
coming to the awareness that the pro-
tection of the law has often been effec-
tively denied the poor. In many coms-
munities the provision of legal services
to the poor are in being or are planned
as part of community antipoverty cam-
paigns. Through these services the poor
can learn of their rights and of ways
the law can protect them from the ex-
bloration which contributes to the cycle
of poverty. These services, run in coop-
eration with local bar groups, promise
to bring justice to people who have never
known the law except as an oppressor.
This cooperation between the bar and
other elements in the community work-
ing to eradicate poverty is another ex-
ample of the interest and concern which
the war on poverty has generated in all
sectors of American society.

THE CITIZENS CRUSADE AGAINST
POVERTY—ADDRESS BY THE VICE
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr,
President, the passage of the Economic
Opportunity Act in 1964 signaled a new
attitude toward poverty; the recognition
that it is often self-perpetuating, and
the determination to break the cycle by
an all-out. attack on its root causes.

But law is futile unless it wins the
acceptance; the respect, and the support
of the people. W& have encouraging
evidence that the Economie Opportunity
Act is enlisting the most positive and
affirmative response from persons eager
to transform its directives into action
and its ldeals into reality.

On Wednesday, February 10, Vice
President Hueerr H. HumpHREY ad-
dressed such a gathering, the Citizens
Crusade Against Poverty. This group
is composed of leaders of many different
types of national organizations, includ-
ing eivie, business, women’s and labor
groups. It testifies to the heartening
support of the program by all segments
of our communities.

Charged with coordinating Federal
programs In this area, the Vice President
not only brings to this task an intimate
acquaintance with the legislation and
with the problems of poverty, but he
also sets an example by his spirited com-~
mitment. I ask unanimous consent that
the Vice Presldent’s speech be printed
in the REcorb,

There being no objection, the speech
was ordered to be printed in the REcorD,
as follows:

ADDRESS BY VICE PRESIDENT HUBERT H.
HUMPHREY TO THE CITIZENS CRUSADE
AGAINST POVERTY, FEBRUARY 10, 1965
In the year 1620, John Winthrop, later to

be the first Governor of Massachusetts, as-

sembled the Pllgrims on the deck of the

Mayfiower and told them: “We must con-

sider-that we shall be as a city set upon a

hill and the eyes of all people will be upon

us”
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The Pilgrims were in the middle of the
Atlantic when John Winthrop told them of
their special place in history. Today, the
eyes of all people are still upon us—but our
city is not yet complete.

Like the Pilgrims, we are still in mid-
bassage. We cannot continue our journey—
we cannot complete our clty—until we
achieve the proudest goal to which any na-
tlon has yet aspired: the goal of equal oppor-
tunity for all Americans. The passage of the
Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 wag a firm
and determined step toward that goal—
toward the creation of that city on the hill.

I welcome you today as you come together
to offer the Nation your time, your talents,
and your matchless experience. We shall
surely need them as—together—we take the
next step in our journey: the eradication of
poverty in all its forms.

The annals of the poor are neither short
nor simple in midcentury America—if, in-
deed, they ever were. An understanding of
the dimensions of the problem we face, re-
quires not merely compassion but compre-
hension—comprehension of the incompre-
hensible.

To those persons grown accustomed to the
face of a smiling America, the facts of pov-
erty are baffiing. To understand them re-
quires a realization that:

In the midst of the richest nation in all of
history, 35 million Americans, almost one-
fifth of the Nation, are poor by generally
accepted standards;

The average income of the almost 10 mil~
lion American familles In poverty is less
than 81,800 a year.

This, then, is the far side of our paradise.

Until recently, the cruelest aspect of pov-
erty in America seemed to be its sheer hope-~
lessness. For many persons, the future ap-
peared no brighter than the past—in this
land of milk and honey, some people ap-
peared destined to taste only bitter dregs.

It has been demonstrated, for example,
that a child born in poverty-in an American
city 1s likely to become a slow learner, an
lliterate, a reject, a delinguent, and a crim~
inal—he is likely to live miserably, die young,
and leave no legacy but offspring fated to
meet the same ignominious destiny,

It 1s both incredible and intolerable that
in 40 percent of the families recelving aid for_
families with dependent children either the
father or the mother were themselves raised
In families which had also received public
assistance.

We must break the cycle of poverty. We
must free millions of Americans from the
bondage of that tragle equation which often
decrees that poor shall beget poor and ig-
norance shall beget misery. And this is the
goal of the war on poverty.

This 18 a war to which we are uncondi-
tionally committed. But we have not finally,
irrevocably selected our strategy and tactics.
The battles are to be fought on largely un-
charted terraln—where armies have never
clashed.

You know, of course, some of the weapons
we have already chosen. You know some of
the battles we are now beginning to wage.
You know, for example, that the President
has called for a doubling of the present pro-
gram levels for the Office of Economic Oppor-
tunity.

You know of the community action pro-
grams—by July 19656 we will have funded
about 400 local antipoverty plans and pro-
grams, and the 1966 budget will support 600
such programs, .

You know of the Job Corps—by July we
will be well along toward tralning more
than 25,000 youths, and by 1966 the Corps
will have established more than 100 urban
and rural residential centers for young men
and women, to give them basic education,
skilled tralning, and sound working expe-
rience.
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ket for the next 3 years while the United
States works to correct its balance-of-pay-
ments problem. In 1964 the IDB floated
$150 million in bonds in the U.S. capital
market in two separate flotations. Could we
not persuade the Western European coun-
tries with large dollar holdings to purchase
IDB dollar denominated 20-year bonds which
pay 41 percent—more than they presently
recelve in short-term U.S. securities? This
committee may further deem it appropriate
. to limit its authorization to 1 or 2 years in
order to have the opportunity to review in
less than the requested 3-year period our
financial ability to make commitments which
have -an adverse impact on our balance of
payments. o
PROTECTION AGAINST EXPROPRIATION

The policy of the U.S. Government as
embodied in the existing foreign asslstance
legislation is to discourage expropriation.
Specifically, section 620(e) of the ald legis~
lation—the Hickenlooper amendment—pro=
vides that the President shall suspend as-
slstance to any nation which expropriates
or takes measures equivalent to expropriat-
ing the property of U.S. citizens without
taking appropriate steps to discharge Its
obligations under international law includ-
ing speedy compensation for such property
in convertible foreign exchange, equivalent
to the full value of the expropriated property
or properties. The charter and bylaws of
the IDB do not contain comparable safe-
guards against expropriation.

Though 1t is true that the United States
at present has 42 percent of the vote and
can veto any loan since all loans require a
two-thirds approving vote, this commlittee
may wish to direct the U.S. representatives
to the IDB to veto any loans to countries
against which the Hickenlooper amendment
has been invoked so long as the suspension

of aid to those countries continues.
J ‘ VIETNAM POLICY
Mr. LONG of Louisiana.
ent, I believe I speak the views of the
joverwhelming majority of Senators on
this side of the aisle when I say that we
applaud the attitude of the President of
the United States in taking a firm posi-
tion in regard to American foreign policy
in South Vietnam. We have an agree-
ment signed at Geneva by which we pro-
pose to abide. We continue to propose
to abide by this agreement provided the
other parties abide by it. We are in
South Vietnam at the Invitation of its
government to help oppose aggression by
North Vietnam Communists in viola-
tion of their agreement. )
So long as the Communists insist on
attacking, by infiltration, subversion,
and aggression, in an attempt to destroy
countries friendly to us, this Government
is committed to lending ald and support
to the victims. This Nation proposes to
live up.to its commitments. When the
Communists strike our forees in a place
where we have a right to be, we propose
to strike back harder than they did. If
a second power gets Into it, we propose
to strike that second power even harder.
If a third power gets into it, we propose
to strike that power harder. In each
case we propose to strike the opposition
with greater force than they strike
agalnst us, so long as they do not abide
by the agreement. We would rather
have them ablide by the agreement, per-
mitting us to abide by it, too.
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I ask unanimous consent to have
printed at this point in the RECORD an
article by Roscoe Drummond expressing
his views on this subject.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

ViernaM Poricy: THE MISSING INGREDIENT
(By Roscoe Drummond)

There is a missing ingredient in American
policy in Vietnam.

From everything which has been sald—
and left unsaid—by the White House, the
evidence is that President Johnson:

Intends to step up the retaliation enough
to persuade North Vietnam that the aggres-
sion will be too costly to continue.

Wants to avoid Intensifying it to the de-
gree that it will lead to all-out war. .

In a word, if I read correctly Mr. Johnson’s
words and actlons, they mean that the
United States alms to expand the war for a
limited purpose and to avoid expanding the
war beyond that purpose.

The purpose: To bring North Vietnam to
accept a settlement that would Insure the
independence of South Vietnam, to which

Hanoi pledged itself in 1954 and again in

1062.

Has this riskful and delicate operation got
any fair chance of success?

It may have, but only if the missing in-
gredient is forthcoming at the right time.

The missing ingredlent, which, it seems to
me, must accompany new air thrusts against
North Vietham, 1s a major U.S, peace offen-
sive, to make it ¢lear that we seek only an
end to the aggréssion, that we have no de-
sire to-inflict unnecessary blows, that our
sole objective 18 a settlement mutually tol-
erable to both sides—whenever Hanoi will
cease and deslst. .

I am not talking about an appeasement
peace. There is no reason to believe the
White House has any such thing in mind.
But I am suggesting that, if the Johnson aim
of a controlled expansion of the fighting as
an essential persuader to Hanol is to succeed,
there must simultaneously be a peace offen~
sive to convince Hanol that 1t has a reason-
able, acceptable alternative to sll-out war.

More military action by itself could well
bring unlimited expansion of the war.

A peace offensive by itself could only bring
an intolerable appeasement.

" Together they make sense—and could
make headway toward the President's goal.

It is not likely that Ho Chi Minh and the
Vietcong would be persuaded by either war
action or peace action alone. The reason is
that Hanol and Pelping have long been con-
vinced that the United States would not have
the will and the patlence to hang on, that
the South Vietnamese Government was get-
ting weaker, and that it would be foollsh—
for them—to glve away at the conference
table what they felt sure they were winning
on the battlefleld. .

No wonder Ho Chi Minh has shown no in~
terest in negotiation. For months we have
talked stronger than we have acted. We
have warned—and done little. We have
conferred with ourselves—and done little.
Now we are beginning to act more mean-
ingfully. :

But to bring North Vietnam to the confer-
ence table will take more than the few
retallations we have lately made, It will un-
doubtedly take persistent and heavy military
pressure from the air and naval resources we
have mobilized in the area. If Ho Chi Minh
is to be persuaded to accept anybody’s invi~
tation to the conference table, it will have to
be made clear that the only practical cholce
is between ending the war or suffering wide-
spread devastation. '

It is profoundly riskful to think we can
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expand the war in Vietnam and control its
expansion at the same time. We must do it
with our eyes open.

The only way this can be done with the
least risk 1s to mount a peace offensive which
would make our purpose clear and credible to
allies and enemies alike.

My assumption is that such plans are
well advanced within the Johnson adminis-
tration and that the President is walting for
the proper time.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, while I am on this subject, let me
say as a Democrat that I find fremen-
dous cause to be grateful to Members on
the other side of the aisle that the joint
Senate-House Republican leadership is-
sued a statement strongly supporting the
President in this Nation’s Vietham policy.
The Nation should be grateful for the bi-
partisan support given to the President’s
policy. I congratulate the Republican
Senate leader, the Senator from Illinois
[Mr. DIrgsSEN], and other members of the
Republican leadership in the Senhate, as
well as the Republican leadership in the
House, for the magnificent statement is-
sued today supporting the President’s po-
sition in South Vietnam. Inasmuch as
this statement has already been released
to the Nation through the press, I
shall not read it, but I ask unhanimous
consent to have it printed at this point
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the state~
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows: .

STATEMENT BY THE JOINT SENATE-HOUSE
REPUBLICAN LEADERSHIP

It is undoubtedly difficult for the Commu-~
nist capltals of Moscow, Pelping, and Hanol—
where disagreement is not tolerated—to un-
derstand that because Americans may differ
on means to assure the complete Independ-
ence of South Vietnam, there is no difference
among us on the objective.

We, the members of the joint Senate~
House Republican leadership, want to make
1t clear we support President Johnson’s re-
cent order for strikes agalnst Communist
supply bases in North Vietnam. If we have
any difference with the President in this re-
spect, it is the belief these measures might
have heen used more frequently since the
Bay of Tonkin decision last August and an
even stronger policy formulated in the mean-
time.

These Communist-proclaimed “wars of
liberation” are mothing more than a verbal
cover for naked aggression. The Communists
unmask this aggresslon when they *“stage™
mob demonstrations against Amerlcan em=
bassles as free world resistance to their ter-
rorist tactics In an independent nation 1s
stepped up.

We suggest that so long as there 1s Com-
munist-promoted Infiltration of South Viet-
nam in violation of the 1954 and 1962 Geneva
agreements, there can be no negotiations on
the Vietnamese question, and we urge the
President to make this unmistakably clear
to the world. Agreements can only fail when
negotiate only for domina-

tion and we nggotiate only for peace.

IVIETNAM POLICY

Mr., MONRONEY. I have made it
lear over the past few weeks that I am
opposed to any withdrawal of U.S. forces
from South Vietnam. During a visit to
that embattled country in December, I
saw first hand the fine work that U.S.
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fighting men are doing there to help the
South Vietnamese people remain free of
Communist domination. Our soldiers,
our airmen, our sailors, and our elvilian
groups assigned this most difficult task
are making a contribution to the cause of
freedom equal to any other challenge
that U.S. citizens have had to face in this
century. It is a most complex and
changeable situation. It defies simple
explanation or simple solutions. Our
patience and our fortitude are being put
to a tough test.

Here at home, in recent weeks, a chorus
of discouraging voices has been heard.
One or two Members of the Senate have
urged that we retreat in South Vietnam,
and one or two others have called for a
reduction in our national commitment in
that part of the world. Those who have
been singing these sad and discouraging
songs have become victims, in my opin-
ion, of headline writers who habitually
make bad news the big news. Unfor-
tunately, there have been defeats and set-
backs in South Vietnam in recent weeks.
But there have also been victories and
gains by our side. These have been over-
looked or ignored by too many people.

One of the biggest gains which we have
made in recent weeks has been a gain in
understanding on the part of the Ameri-
can people. I believe the people are
awakening to the hard facts, and are be-
ginning to see the South Vietnam strug-
gle in terms of the cold war; for indeed
it is now the principal battlefront of the
cold war. Freedom everywhere, for that
matter, is at stake. We should not make
the error of downgrading the importance
of our posture in South Vietnam.

I have been pleased to find more and
more people willing to support our posi-
tion. This means more and more people
are realizing the nature of this unusual
war. This escalation of understanding is
a most hopeful sign.

The Sunday Star, published here in
Washington, gave evidence of such un-
derstanding by publishing an editorial
opposing what it termed “the counsels of
timidity.” ‘This editorial deserves our
attention and emphasis, and I ask unani-
mous consent that it be printed in the
Recorp.

There belng no objection, the edi-
torial was ordered to be printed in the
REcorbp, as follows:

TRUCE IN VIETNAM?

It has been almost 15 years since President
Harry Truman took the bull by the horns
and decided to fight back when the North
Koreans launched their aggressive war. We
eventually clobbered the North Koreans.
Then the Communist Chinese “volunteers”
came forth in massive numbers. After first
being forced to retreat, we clobbered them,
t00, despite the “privileged sanctuary” which
they were permitted to enjoy across the Yalu
River.

At that point there came the appeal
through the United Nations for a cease-fire
and peace talks, to which we agreed. But
there still is no peace, and, after 15 long years,
we now have at least two divisions of Ameri-
can troops stationed on the firing line in
Korea.

It is this experlence with the ‘“peaceful
alms” of communism which makes us wonder
& bit about the recent flurry of appeals for
an end to the fighting and a revival of talk
in southeast Asia.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

The most lmportant proposal has come
from U Thant, United Natlions chief execu-
tive. He urges an immedlate end to Ameri-
can bombings in North Vietnam and of Com-
munist operations which brought about the
bombing raids. Thant thinks this should be
followed by a conference looking toward a
negotiated settlement of the Vietnamese war.
More or less similar suggestions have come
from France and India.

As straws in the wind, even though they
may be very small straws in a very strong
wind, all of these deserve, and doubtless will
receive, careful consideration. It is to be
hoped, however, that the counsel of timidity,
which prevailed in Korea, will not now be

permitted to shape the course of events in -

Vietnam, And we say this in the bellef that
the decisive, clear-cut victory which prob-
ably could have been won in Korea may not
be possible in Vietnam.

The point, or the question, really has to do
with the intentions of the Communists. Do
they want a settlement which would bring
an end to Communist aggression? Or would
they settle only for renewed negotiations
which actually would cloak their long-range
aggressive ambitions? If the latter, 1t seems
to us that the United States should stay in
there and, as the occasion may demand, hit
back harder and harder and harder.

SERMON BY THE VERY REVEREND
FRANCIS B. SAYRE, JR.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, on
last Sunday, the straight-thinking,
straight-speaking dean of the Washing-~
ton Cathedral, the Very Reverend
Francis B. Sayre, Jr., preached a sermon
which brought the fighting in Vietham
out of the jungles into a frame where
we at home can take a clear look at it.

He used a text from II Timothy, chap-
ter 2, verses 9 and 10:

The word of God is not bound. Therefore,
I suffer all things.

He also reminded us of President Lin-
coln’s words: “God has his own pur-
poses,” when the moral turmoil of the
Civil War afflicted both sides.

Dean Sayre, by the power of his words,
identifies the fight for freedom in Viet-
nam today with the freedom of the hu-
man race, and calls it “the momentary
focal point of a titanic struggle to deter-
mine in the valley of earth whether man
can fulfill the image that God has im-
printed upon his brow, or whether he
must forever remain under the bond’gge
of blindness and human chicanery.’

I believe that the dean’s words have
especial meaning for us all as we deal
with our frustrations and look for moral
landmarks that are, as the dean puts it,
“shrouded in a dark mist.” I ask unani-
mous consent to insert in the RECoORD
Dean Sayre’s sermon of February 14 at
Washington Cathedral.

There being no objection, the sermon
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRD,
as follows: -

SERMON PREACHED IN WASHINGTON CATHEDRAL
BY THE VERY REVEREND FRANCIS B, SAYRE,
Jr., DEAN, FEBRUARY 14, 1965
From II Timothy 2:9-10: “The word of

God is not bound. Therefore I suffer all

things.”

All over America this week, wounded
soldiers were arriving from Vietnam, enter-
ing hospitals near their homes, each one
punctuating the scream. of headlines with
the iImmediacy of the war in Asia to families
like yours and mine. Right past this cathe-
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dral rolls the ambulance that carries the lad
with two broken ankles suffered when his
helicopter was shot down north of Saigon, or
the sergeant who was crushed when his bar-
racks were blown up at Quinhon. This is
hard for people—not because the suffering cf
a soldler Is any more vivid just because he is
close, but because with his return, the dis-
tant conflict is suddenly turned into flesh
and blood; put into a dimenslon we can
understand; brought close to every man’s
conscience,

So each wounded man lays upon every onsa
of his countrymen involvement, but also
frustration—frustration because this brutal
war is so confused, and we are uncertain as
to why we're fighting it; frustration, too, be-
cause individually we feel so helpless. The
bell is tolling in the jungles far away. We
know it is for us it tolls, but we don’t know
what we can do about 1t. Just now in the
presence of life and death the moral land-
marks are shrouded in a dark mist, and
hence we know not how to be brave.

So has 1t always been in time of war, not
so much for the men who fight as for those
at home who are condemned to think and
wait and find the grace to pray.

Think of the Civil War as it rent our Na-
tion, the moral turmoll afflicting both sides,.
Shall freedom be based upon a continent or
else upon the unirammeled rights of one
section or another? What becomes of sacred-
ness in the holy crusade against slavery when
brother must murder brother or fall himself
to the blood-stained earth? How infinitely
hard it was then to know the right, even
when virtually every family under both flags
was Intimately caught in the anguish,

What Lincoln saw in that war may help
us to discern the meaning of this one, for
surely in all our history there was never a
servant as nearly hewn from the hard timber
of God. In the solitude of his dread burden
he yet perceived the silent accompaniment of
the Divine. Humbly he strained to discern
the holy shape of destiny. And as simply he
caught the light in the clear prism of his
life and speech, Though he never quoted
them, I'm sure that Lincoln must have
honored those words of St. Paul which were’
read in this morning’s lesson, that ‘“the word
of God is not bound.” For if ever there
could be a seal of authenticity upon an
apostle or a President or on a plain believer,
it is in the profound humility of those words,
God 1s not bound, neither by what you
think nor what I think nor by the
righteousness of any human cause. ‘“This is
the Gospel that I preach,” cried St. Paul
“nevertheless God is not bound. His love
and grace quite transcend anything that I
can conceive.” .

Lincoln knew that, too. “God,” he said,
“has His own purposes.” He saw the Civil
War first of all as God’s judgment upon a
nation by whom had come the offense of
slavery. “Fondly do we hope, fervently do
‘we pray, that this mighty scourge of war may
speedily pass away. Yet If God wlills that it
continue until all the wealth plled by the
bondsman’s 250 years of unrequited toll shall
be sunk, and until every drop of blood drawn
with the lash shall be paid by another drawn
with the sword, as was sald 3,000 years agc,
s0 still it must be sald, ‘“The judgments of
the Lord are true and righteous altogether’.”

When today the wounded come trailing
home from Vietnam, and images of torture
and death sully the Innocent eyes of chil-
dren in the pages of our news magazines, it
is natural that we should recoll, right to pray
that such wanton evil be soon suppressed,
and by nc means extended to ever wider
arenas of combat. Yet if this pain but illus-
trates the judgment of God upon a wayward
world ever persisting in its willful division,
then must we accept the overrule of Provi-
dence, which is not bound by what we call
right or wrong, but ordains agony until man-
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